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I .  In tro d u c t io n  t o  th e  Problem .
Tlie U n ited  S ta te s  i s  e x p e r ie n c in g  i t s  w o rs t h o u sin g  s h o r ta g e  s in c e  
World War I I .  The D epartm ent o f  Housing and Urban D eveloprient e s t im a te s  
th e  p re s e n t  sh o rta g e  a t  2.6  m i l l io n  h ousing  u n i t s ,  w ith  th in g s  g e t t in g  
w o rse .
There a re  a t  l e a s t  th r e e  obv ious cau ses  f o r  t h i s  s h o r ta g e :  ( l )  Grow­
in g  p o p u la tio n  combined w ith  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  o f  th e  p re s e n t  h o u sin g  s to c k , 
has pushed up th e  need f o r  new ho u sin g  u n i t s .  (2 ) I n f l a t i o n a r y  r i s e s  in  
b u i ld in g  c o s t s ,  la b o r  c o s t s ,  la n d , r e n t ,  e t c . ,  have d r iv e n  th e  p r ic e  o f  
h ousing  so h ig h  t h a t  many canno t a f f o r d  t o  b u i ld  new homes, o r t o  buy o r  
r e n t  what i s  a l re a d y  a v a i l a b l e .  (3 ) F e d e ra l  " t i g h t  money" p o l ic y ,  p r im a r­
i l y  aimed a t  h a l t in g  i n f l a t i o n ,  has d r a s t i c a l l y  reduced  th e  amount o f 
money a v a i la b le  f o r  new home and ap a rtm en t f in a n c in g .  T h e re fo re , a t  a 
tim e when new ho u sin g  i s  so b a d ly  needed, th e  number o f  new h o u sin g  s t a r t s  
i s  d e c l in in g !^
There a re  s i m i l a r i t i e s  betw een th e  l o c a l  and n a t io n a l  ho u sin g  s i t u a ­
t i o n s ,  b u t th e r e  a re  a l s o  im p o rtan t f a c t o r s  s p e c i f i c  t o  t h i s  a r e a .  For
exam ple, San Jo se  has  no t shown th e  d e c l in e  i n  new h o u sin g  s t a r t s  which
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i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  th e  n a t io n  as  a  w hole, b u t th e  p o p u la tio n  grow th 
r a te  i s  g r e a t e r  h e re  th a n  in  most o f  th e  r e s t  o f  th e  c o u n try . In  S an ta  
C la ra  County, as in  most p la c e s ,  h ousing  f o r  th e  poor and th e  m in o r i t i e s  
i s  l im i t e d  i n  q u a n t i ty  and low in  q u a l i t y .  W hile o n ly  5‘1 o f  th e  h ousing  
u n i t s  occup ied  by non-M exican-A m erican w h ite s  were unsound in  I9 6 0 , 23', o f  
th e  u n i t s  occu p ied  by M exican-A m ericans were unsound . O vercrowding was 
found in  30' o f  M exican-A m erican househ o ld s  i n  i 960, compared t o  o n ly  6׳, 
o f  non-M exican-A m erican w h ite  h o u se h o ld s .
San Jo se  M ercury; March 15, 1970: p . 1H.
San Jo se  M ercury; Septem ber 13, 1970: p . 1H.
2
-2 -
Housing problem s a re  no t l im i te d  t o  th e  poor and th e  m in o r i t i e s .  
C u r re n tly  a fa m ily  must e a rn  ap p ro x im a te ly  $12,000 p e r  y e a r  i f  i t  i s  t o  
have a re a so n a b le  e x p e c ta t io n  f o r  home ow nersh ip  a t  p r ic e s  v i t h i n  th e  n o r-
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ami budget l i m i t a t i o n  o f  a  house v a lu ed  tw ic e  th e  f a m i ly 's  an n u a l incom e.
re q u ir e d  a  $2 , 000
An 8־y e a r  o ld  San Jo se  house p u rch ased  in  J a n u a ry , 1970 f o r  $2 5 , OOO^down 
payment f o r  a 3 0 -y e a r  FHA m ortgage ( a t  8 V 2 r i n t e r e s t ) ,  p lu s  about ijoOO 
in  v a r io u s  c lo s in g  c o s ts  ( lo a n  f e e s ,  ta x e s ,  in s u ra n c e , e t c . )  and m onthly 
paym ents ( f o r  m ortgage, in s u ra n c e , and ta x e s )  o f  $231. The av erage  r i s e  
i n  home va lu e  in  th e  County s in c e  i 960 has been  28 w ith  some a re a s  as 
h ig h  as 50f; .
R e n ta l h ousing  i s  a l s o  in c re a s in g ly  more c o s t l y .  The p r ic e  index  
f o r  r e n t  in  th e  County has r i s e n  a p p ro x im a te ly  50,i s in c e  i 960. Vacancy 
r a t e s  have f a l l e n  from  15׳* in  i 960 t o  l e s s  th a n  3׳'־ i n  1969• H ouseholds 
e a rn in g  l e s s  th a n  V^ >000 p e r  y e a r  have been  most a d v e rs e ly  a f f e c te d  by 
th e  s h o r t  su p p ly  ox r e n t a l  u n i t s . I t  i s  e s tim a te d  t h a t  a b i l i t y  t o  pay 
$120 p e r  month in  r e n t  i s  n e c e ssa ry  b e fo re  th e  l o c a l  r e n t a l  m arket can 
supp ly  an adequa te  number o f  u n i t s  t o  b a la n c e  su p p ly  and demand. Assuming 
a norm al budget o f  25% o f  m onthly  income f o r  r e n t ,  i t  ap p ea rs  t h a t  a 
househo ld  must e a rn  $5,700  p e r  y e a r  b e fo re  th e  m arket can  su p p ly  an  ad e ­
q u a te  o p p o r tu n i ty  t o  r e n t .  F or th e  C o u n ty 's  n e a r ly  3 ^ ,0 0 0  r e n t e r  ho u se­
h o ld s  w ith  income below  $5*700 , th e r e  were o n ly  l^ ^ O O  u n i t s  a v a i la b le  
i n  1969 a t  p r ic e s  th e y  co u ld  re a so n a b ly  a f f o r d .  In  a d d i t io n ,  i t  i s  assumed 
t h a t  th e  m a jo r i ty  o f  unsound r e n t a l  u n i t s  in  S an ta  C la ra  County a re  in  th e  
r e n t a l  range below  $120.^
The h ousing  problem  in  th e  County, as  i n  th e  n a t io n ,  i s  a c u te .
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The Housing S i tu a t io n : 1969: S an ta  C la ra  C oun ty . P rep a red  by th e  
County o f  S an ta  C la ra  P lan n in g  D epartm ent.
^ I b id .
I t  ap p ea rs  t h a t  th e  s o lu t io n  w i l l  r e q u ir e  l a r g e - s c a le  p la n n in g  o f  n^w 
h ousing  f a c i l i t i e s  — a t  l e a s t  f o r  low er-incom e g ro u p s . T h is  re q u ire m e n t 
p re s e n ts  m id d le -c la s s  p la n n e rs  and a r c h i t e c t s  w ith  a  tw o -fo ld  p re d ic a m e n t. 
F i r s t ,  how t o  p la n  f o r  th e  low er-incom e r e s i d e n t .  Are h i s  p e rc e iv e d  needs 
th e  same as  th o se  o f  a m iddle-incom e r e s id e n t ,  o r  a re  th e y  somewhat more 
m odest? We d o n 't  know. Second, g iv e n  th e  r e lu c ta n c e  o f  th e  f e d e r a l  gov­
ernm ent t o  g ra n t  la rg e  sums o f  money f o r  h o u s in g , how can  "d ecen t"  l a r g e -  
s c a le  developm ents be d e s ig n ed  f o r  minimum c o n s t r u c t io n  c o s t s .  Do lo w er- 
income peop le  f e e l  t h a t  th e y  sh o u ld  have sp a c io u s  " m id d le -c la s s  homes", o r  
w i l l  som ething s m a lle r  (and  th e r e f o r e  l e s s  e x p e n s iv e )  be a c c e p ta b le ?  A gain, 
we d o n 't  know. T h is  s tu d y  w i l l  b e g in  t o  answ er th e s e  q u e s t io n s .
We p re s e n t  h e re  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  a  su rv ey  o f  low er-incom e and u p p e r-  
m iddle-incom e r e s id e n t s  o f  San J o s e .  Most o f  th e  in te rv ie w s  were con­
d u c ted  by s tu d e n ts  i n  a s o c io lo g y  co u rse  a t  S ta n fo rd  U n iv e r s i ty  d u rin g  
th e  s p r in g  o f  1970. These d a ta  a llo w  us t o  compare th e  p e rc e iv e d  housing  
needs o f  re sp o n d e n ts  i n  th e  two income b r a c k e ts .  We w i l l  a l s o  be ab le  t o  
compare th e  p e rc e iv e d  needs o f  M exican-A m ericans, non-M exican-A m erican 
w h ite s ,  and th e  e l d e r l y .
I t  i s  im p o rta n t t o  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  t h i s  ty p e  o f s tu d y  
a t  th e  o u t s e t .  We have asked  re sp o n d e n ts  t o  r e p o r t  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  and 
o p in io n s  abou t ho u sin g  n eed s . T here i s  alw ays some q u e s tio n  as  t o  w hether 
a t t i t u d i n a l  r e s e a r c h  ta p s  th e  " r e a l"  a t t i t u d e s  o f  th e  re s p o n d e n ts .  In  
f a c t ,  th e r e  i s  some q u e s tio n  as  t o  w hether th e  re sp o n d e n ts  a c t u a l l y  have 
" r e a l"  a t t i t u d e s  b e fo re  th e y  a re  in te rv ie w e d . I n  rrany c a se s  th e y  have 
p ro b ab ly  n ev e r th o u g h t abou t a p a r t i c u l a r  q u e s tio n  u n t i l  i t  was posed t o  
them  by our in te r v ie w e r .  The problem s o f  o p in io n  r e s e a r c h  a re  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
acu te  in  th e  p re s e n t  s o r t  o f  s tu d y  where th e r e  a re  o f te n  la rg e  d is c r e p a n ­
c ie s  betw een th e  s o c ia l  s t a t u s  o f  th e  in te rv ie w e r  and th e  in te rv ie w e e .  The
b ia s in g  e f f e c t s  o f  th e s e  d is c re p a n c ie s  a re  w e ll  known. T h e re fo re  i t  i s  
im p e ra tiv e  t o  reco g n ize  t h a t  ou r r e s u l t s  a re  o n ly  an  a p p ro x im a tio n  o f  th e  
" r e a l"  a t t i t u d e s  o f  th e  re sp o n d e n ts .
The c o n c lu s io n s  we make h e re  sh o u ld  n o t be g e n e ra l iz e d  w ith o u t e x ­
trem e c a u t io n .  San Jo se  i s  n o t a  t y p i c a l  c i t y .  I t  has r e c e n t ly  been  
c a l le d  "perhaps th e  c o u n t ry 's  f a s t e s t  grow ing boom to w n . 1 Our r e s u l t s  
may no t be r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  o f  o th e r  u rb an  a r e a s .  There a re  a l s q  sev e re  
l i m i t a t i o n s  i n  ou r s e l e c t io n  o f  low-incom e s u b je c t s .  We have o n ly  reach ed  
r e s id e n t s  o f  r e g u la r  houses and a p a r tm e n ts . There a re  r e p o r te d ly  s u b s ta n ­
t i a l  numbers o f  th e  v e ry  lo w est income group  — th e  d e s t i t u t e  — who l i v e  
in  sh ack s , c a r s ,  and g re e n h o u s e s . These peop le  a re  n o t in c lu d e d  in  our 
o p e ra t io n a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  th e  low -incom e g ro u p .
 ^ Newsweek; Septem ber lU , 1970: p . 68 .
I I .  A D e s c r ip tio n  o f  S an ta  C la ra  County, San J o s e ,  and th e  S tu d j  A re a s .
S an ta  C la ra  County i s  one o f  th e  f a s t e s t  grow ing m e tro p o li ta n  a re a s  
o f  th e  n a t io n .  I t s  1966 p o p u la tio n  o f  919>657 i s  in c r e a s in g  by aboui;
4 5 , COO p eop le  e v e ry  y e a r .  The grow ing p o p u la t io n  has g e n e ra te d  an average 
c o n s tru c t io n  o f  15,000  d w e llin g  u n i t s  each  y e a r ,  a s  ex p an d in g  jo b  oppor­
t u n i t i e s  have a t t r a c t e d  s k i l l e d  w orkers t o  th e  a r e a .  D e sp ite  p re s e n t  
r e c e s s io n a l  te n d e n c ie s  in  th e  n a t io n a l  and lo c a l  economy, th e  lo n g  run  
t r e n d  in  th e  County i s  a lm ost c e r t a i n l y  c o n tin u e d  r a p id  g ro w th .
Severe s h o r ta g e s  o f  h o using  e x i s t  f o r  low and m oderate income hou se­
h o ld s .  There has  been  an in c re a s in g  i n a b i l i t y  o f  th e  h o u sin g  m arket t o  
respond  t o  th e  needs o f  low income f a m i l i e s .  T here a re  grow ing c o n t r a s t s  
betw een a f f lu e n c e  and p o v e r ty , and betw een th e  p redom inan t w h ite  non- 
M exican-A m erican p o p u la t io n  and th e  m in o r i ty  g ro u p s .
About o n e -se v e n th  o f  th e  County i s  u rb an  a r e a ,  ly in g  m ain ly  in  th e  
v a l l e y  betw een th e  S an ta  Cruz M ountains on th e  w est and th e  D iab lo  Range 
on th e  e a s t .  T h is  u rb an  sp re a d  ru n s  ro u g h ly  p a r a l l e l  t o  th e  Bayshore 
Freeway from  P a lo  A lto  down t o  San J o s e .
F i f t e e n  p e rc e n t  o f a l l  County h o u seh o ld s  i n  1966 had incomes below 
th e  p o v e rty  l e v e l  o f  $ 4 ,0 0 0 . In  a l l ,  k-0, 000 h o u seh o ld s  were l i v in g  under 
c o n d it io n s  o f  p o v e r ty , and a  s iz e a b le  p ro p o r tio n  o f  th e s e  househ o ld s  were 
headed by p e rso n s  o v er 65 y e a rs  o ld .  There i s  a  marked s p a t i a l  s e g re g a t io n  
o f  income groups in  th e  C ounty. The poor a re  found g e n e r a l ly  in  th e  o ld e r  
a re a s  on th e  v a l le y  f l o o r ,  w h ile  th e  h ig h  income g ro u p s , th o se  e a rn in g  
more th a n  $15,000  p e r  y e a r ,  te n d  t o  l i v e  i n  th e  newer a re a s  in  th e  f o o t ­
h i l l s  o f th e  v a l l e y .
° T h is  s e c t io n  i s  l a r g e ly  e x t r a c te d  from  th e  r e c e n t  r e p o r t ,  The Housing 
S i tu a t io n : ! 969: S an ta  C la ra  C ounty, p re p a re d  by th e  County o f  S an ta  
C la ra  P lan n in g  D epartm en t.
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The m in o r ity  g roups o f  th e  County a re  c o n c e n tra te d  p r in c i p a l l y  i n  th e
a re a s  o f  low incom e, and a re  r e l a t i v e l y  sc a rc e  i n  th e  h ig h  income d i s t r i c t s .
The l a r g e s t  m in o r i ty  g roup  in  S an ta  C la ra  County i s  th e  M exican-A m erican,
w hich acco u n ted  f o r  9 •o f o f  th e  p o p u la tio n  i n  1966. B lack , O r ie n ta l ,
and o th e r  non-w hite  p o p u la tio n s  com prised  b-.2f o f  th e  County p o p u la tio n
in  1966, f o r  a  t o t a l  m in o r ity  p o p u la t io n  o f  abou t l 4 f  o f  th e  C ounty .
Most o f  th e  C o u n ty 's  low-incom e r e s id e n t s  l i v e  in  i t s  m ajo r c i t y :
San J o s e .  W ith a 1970 p o p u la tio n  o f  ¡+36,000 San Jo se  i s  now th e  second
la r g e s t  c i t y  i n  th e  Bay a r e a ,  a f t e r  San F ra n c is c o .  A r e c e n t  s tu d y  by
K a ise r  E n g in ee rs  o f  Oakland in d ic a te d  t h a t  th e  c i t y  needs more th a n  11 ,000
7
u n i t s  o f  low-incom e p u b lic  h o u s in g .
Two a re a s  o f  th e  c i t y  were s e le c te d  as  s tu d y  s i t e s .  They w i l l  be 
d e s ig n a te d  "Downtown" (a  low-incom e s e c t io n  so u th  o f  th e  c ro s s in g  o f  
highways 101 and 1 7 ) , and "Cambrian P ark" (an  upper-m idd le-incom e a re a
g
i n  s o u th e rn  San J o s e ) .
Appendix A c o n ta in s  a d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  b o u n d a rie s  o f  th e s e  a r e a s ,  
and t h e i r  s t a t i s t i c a l  d e s c r ip t io n  a c c o rd in g  t o  th e  1966 s p e c ia l  census o f 
S an ta  C la ra  C ounty . A summary o f  th e s e  s t a t i s t i c s  i s  p re s e n te d  in  F ig u re
1 along  w ith  com parable d a ta  o b ta in e d  from  ou r su rv e y .
Our i n t e n t  was t o  o b ta in  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  sam ples o f  th e  two s tu d y  
a r e a s .  (We d id  no t a tte m p t t o  o b ta in  a  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  sample o f  th e  pop­
u l a t i o n  o f  San J o s e . )  The sam pling  p ro ced u re s  a re  s p e c i f i e d  i n  Appendix
B. A com parison  o f  ou r su rv ey  d a ta  w ith  th e  1966 census  d a ta  (F ig u re  1) 
g iv e s  some m easure o f  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e n e s s  o f  o u r sam ple . F o r th e  
Downtown a r e a ,  th e  p e rc e n ta g e s  o f  m in o r i ty  p o p u la tio n s  show good ag reem en t; 
-
San Jo se  M ercury; March 15, 1970: p . 35•O — ־ ——  '
The Downtown a re a  was o r i g i n a l l y  t r e a t e d  as  two s e p a ra te  s tu d y  s i t e s ,  
however th e s e  su b a re a s  were s u f f i c i e n t l y  s im i la r  t h a t  th e y  have been  
combined in  th e  a n a ly s i s .
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F ig u re  1 . A com parison o f  Data From, th e  1966 Census and CXir 1970 Housing 
Survey.
Downtown 
1966 1970 
census * su rv ey
Cambrian Park 
1966 . 1970
I
census  su rvey
1966 p o p u la tio n : 21,274 — 15,005 ־ ־
Number o f  in te rv ie w s :
1
184 — 102
f  M exican-Am erican: 30f y s f 8?. (? ) I f
o th e r  m in o r i t i e s : 13* 91 2f- 2?
f  househo lds w ith  incomes 
below $4 ,000: U4f ״׳35 3? 5?
Median househo ld  income: ¿4 ,5 0 0
000LTN
X״־ $10 ,700 ¿14 ,000
f  s in g le  fa m ily  d w e llin g  u n i t s : 46? 661 97? 100?
0¡:. owner occup ied : 34? i 42?* 
I
90? 96?
th e  sm all d i f f e r e n c e s  in.jincom e s t a t i s t i c s  co u ld  be e a s i l y  acco u n ted  f o r  
by in f l a t i o n a r y  r i s e s  over th e  l a s t  fo u r  y e a r s .  The d a ta  on s in g le  fa m ily  
d w e llin g  u n i t s ,  and owner o c c u p a tio n , su g g e s t t h a t  we may have oversam pled 
s in g le  d w e ll in g s .
The h ig h  1970 m edian income in  Cam brian P ark  co u ld  be due t o  i n f l a t i o n ,  
p lu s  an a p p a re n t r e c e n t  in f lu x  o f  h ig h e r  income r e s i d e n t s ,  We do no t 
c o n s id e r  t h a t  f ig u r e  u n re a so n a b le . A ll  th e  o th e r  s t a t i s t i c s  a re  in  good 
agreem ent e x ce p t f o r  th e  p e rce n tag e  o f  M exican-A m ericans. The su rvey  
cou ld  have m issed  them  in  th e  sam pling  p ro c e ss  o r  m is ta k e n ly  i d e n t i f i e d  
M exican-Am erican re sp o n d e n ts  as non-M exican-A m ericans. There i s  re a so n  to  
b e l ie v e  t h a t  t h i s  e r r o r  i s  no t as la rg e  as i t  ap p e a rs  i n  F ig u re  1 . We 
have some in d ic a t io n  t h a t  th e  i 960 census o v e r s ta t e s  th e  p re s e n t  p ro p o r tio n  
o f  M exican-Am ericans in  th e  Cam brian P ark  a r e a ,  and t h a t  a  more a p p ro p r ia te  
number would be 4 o r  5 p e r c e n t .  (See Appendix A .)
In  summary, i t  ap p ea rs  t h a t  we have u n d e r - re p re s e n te d  M exican-A m ericans 
in  Cam brian P ark , and have over-sam p led  s in g le  d w e llin g s  i n  th e  Downtown 
a r e a .  S t i l l ,  th e  sample i s  adequa te  f o r  ou r p u rp o ses  h e r e .
The d i s t r i b u t i o n s  o f  g ro s s  an n u a l househo ld  income in  each  s tu d y  a re a  
a re  d is p la y e d  in  F ig u re  2 . F ig u re  3 shows a f u r t h e r  breakdown o f  th e  
Downtown a re a  in to  th r e e  m ajor c o h o r ts :  th e  e l d e r l y  (head  o f  h o u seh o ld  i s  
age 65 o r  o ld e r ) ,  M exican-A m ericans (head  o f  h o useho ld  l e s s  th a n  6 5 ) ,  and 
w h ite  non-M exican-A m ericans (head  o f  househo ld  l e s s  th a n  6 5 )• Cambrian 
P ark  has r e l a t i v e l y  few aged o r M exican-A m erican f a m i l i e s .  The Downtown 
f a m i l ie s  w ith  heads un d er age 65 g e n e r a l ly  have low incom es, b u t th e y  a re  
n o t d e s t i t u t e .  Note t h a t  abou t 30^ have g ro s s  a n n u a l incomes o f  $8 ,000  o r 
m ore. Thus, a lth o u g h  Downtown c o n ta in s  some o f th e  p o o re s t  u rb an  a re a s  in  
S an ta  C la ra  C ounty, i t  i s  no t n e c e s s a r i ly  in d ic a t iv e  o f  w orse u rb an  a re a s  
i n  o th e r  p a r t s  o f  th e  c o u n try .
־9־
F ig u re  2 . D is t r ib u t io n  o f  incom e, by a r e a .
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F ig u re  3• Downtown. D is t r ib u t io n  o f  Income, by C o h o rt.
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I I I .  D if fe re n c e s  in  P e rc e iv e d  Housing Needs Between An U pper-m iddle-incom e 
A rea and a Low-income A rea.
A. P h y s ic a l S t r u c tu r e s .
We w i l l  b e g in  our d a ta  a n a ly s is  w ith  a sim ple  com parison  o f  th e  p e r ­
ce iv e d  h o using  needs o f re sp o n d e n ts  i n  th e  Downtown a re a  (m edian income 
i s  $5 ,000) and th e  Cambrian Park  a re a  (m edian income i s  $14, 0 0 0 ). There 
a r e ,  o f  c o u rse , many d i f f e r e n t  a s p e c ts  o f  ho u sin g  needs we co u ld  have com­
p a re d , from  s iz e  o f  ho u se , t o  number o f  b a th room s, t o  h e ig h t  o f  c e i l i n g .  
But s in c e  an in te rv ie w  must be f a i r l y  s h o r t  in  o rd e r  t o  h o ld  th e  i n t e r e s t  
o f th e  in te rv ie w e e , and s in c e  we had q u i te  a b i t  o f  a d d i t io n a l  in fo rm a tio n  
t o  c o l l e c t ,  i t  was n e c e ss a ry  t o  l i m i t  ou r in q u i r y .  We chose t o  a sk  re sp o n ­
d e n ts :  ״ How many t o t a l  rooms do you fe e d  you sh o u ld  have t o  p ro p e r ly  ta k e  
c a re  o f you r fa m ily , n o t co u n tin g  bathroom s and h a l l s ? "  We a ls o  asked  
th e  number o f  bedrooms th e y  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  h av e . These item s have th e  
adv an tag es  o f  b e in g  r a th e r  b a s ic ,  unam biguous, and q u a n t i f i a b l e .  We r e ­
cogn ize  t h a t  th e y  g iv e  a v e ry  l im i te d  p ic tu r e  o f  ho u sin g  n eed s .
L arg e r f a m i l ie s  g e n e r a l ly  r e q u ir e  more room s, so  th e  av erage  number 
o f  rooms s u b je c ts  f e l t  th e y  shou ld  have i s  p lo t t e d  a s  a fu n c t io n  o f  th e
number o f  peop le in  th e  s u b je c t s '  h o u seh o ld . (F ig u re  4 . )  Each a re a  i s
o
p lo t te d  s e p a r a te ly .  Thus, f o r  Cam brian P ark  re sp o n d e n ts  w ith  th r e e  people 
in  t h e i r  h o u seh o ld , th e  average  number o f  rooms th e y  f e l t  th e y  shou ld  have 
was 6 .1 6 ; w hereas Downtown re sp o n d e n ts  w ith  th r e e  peop le  in  t h e i r  househo ld  
gave an average  o f  5•06 a s  th e  number o f  rooms th e y  f e l t  th e y  shou ld  h ave .
^ Note t h a t  f o r  each  a re a ,  th e  number o f  s u b je c t s  (n ) w ith  a  g iv e n  number 
o f  peop le i n  t h e i r  hou seh o ld s  i s  g iv e n  a t  th e  bo ttom  o f th e  f i g u r e .  As 
a g e n e ra l  r u le  th ro u g h o u t t h i s  p a p e r , i f  n i s  l e s s  th a n  fo u r  we w i l l  
assume th e r e  i s  i n s u f f i c i e n t  d a ta  f o r  c a l c u la t in g  an av erage  v a lu e .  The 
n*s in  any f ig u r e  a re  b ased  on th e  number o f  s u b je c t s  f o r  whom we have 
a l l  th e  d a ta  re q u ire d  in  t h a t  f i g u r e .  S ince a few q u e s tio n s  were in a d ­
v e r t a n t ly  sk ip p ed  f o r  some s u b je c t s ,  th e r e  w i l l  be o c c a s io n a l  in c o n s i s ­
te n c ie s  i n  th e  n*s from  one f ig u re  t o  a n o th e r .
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F ig u re  1+. Number o f  Rooms S u b je c ts  F e l t  They Should Have vs 
o f  People i n  th e  H ousehold, By A rea.
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F or any g iv e n  househo ld  s i z e ,  peop le  in  Cam brian f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  have 
more rooms th a n  peop le  in  Downtown f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  h a v e . There i s  app rox ­
im a te ly  a one-room  d i f f e r e n t i a l  in d ep en d en t o f  th e  number o f  peop le  in  
th e  h o u seh o ld .
The av erage  number o f  bedrooms w hich s u b je c t s  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  have 
i s  a l s o  p lo t t e d  as a fu n c t io n  o f  number o f  p eop le  in  th e  h o u seh o ld .
(F ig u re  5 • )  A gain, th e  two a re a s  a re  p lo t t e d  s e p a r a te ly .  As b e fo re ,  f o r  
a g iv e n  h o useho ld  s i z e ,  Cam brian peop le  f e l t  they sh o u ld  have more th a n  
Downtown peop le  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  h a v e . The d i f f e r e n t i a l  i s  much s m a lle r  
h e re , p a r t i c u l a r l y  in  2 , J ,  and ¿!■-person hou seh o ld s  w hich c o n ta in  th e  bulls 
o f  th e  re sp o n d e n ts . The Cam brian and Downtown im ages o f  an a p p ro p r ia te  
hone seem t o  d i f f e r  l e s s  in  bedrooms th a n  in  th e  o th e r  rooms o f  th e  ho u se . 
Perhaps Cam brian peop le  a re  more l i k e l y  t o  in c lu d e  a fa m ily  room o r  a 
s tu d y  in  t h e i r  n o tio n s  o f  what th e y  sh o u ld  h av e .
The number o f  room s, and bedroom s, w hich s u b je c t s  in  each  a re a  a c tu a l ly  
have a re  shown in  F ig u re  6 .  Wot s u r p r i s in g ly ,  th e  Cam brian peop le  have 
more o f  b o th .  Almost th r e e - q u a r t e r s  o f  th e  Cam brian P ark  d w e llin g s  a re  
6 o r  7 room houses w ith  3 o r  h bedroom s, and most o f  th e  r e s t  a re  l a r g e r .  
Downtown homes, b o th  houses and a p a r tm e n ts , a re  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  s m a l le r .
T h is  p ic tu r e  i s  somewhat d e c e p tiv e  how ever, s in c e  th e  av erage  number o f 
peop le p e r  househo ld  i s  s m a lle r  Downtown th a n  in  C am brian. We have c a l ­
c u la te d  a m easure o f  "crow ding" by sim p ly  d iv id in g  th e  number o f  peop le in  
th e  h o useho ld  by th e  t o t a l  number o f  rooms i n  th e  home. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  
o f  p eo p le -p e r-ro o m  f o r  each  a re a  i s  shown in  F ig u re  7• T here i s  l i t t l e  
d if f e r e n c e  betw een th e  two a re a s  i n  deg ree  o f  c row ding .
Downtown peop le  have sm a lle r  homes, b u t th e y  a l s o  f e e l  th a y  th e y  
shou ld  have sm a lle r  homes, so we may ask  a t  t h i s  p o in t  w hich g roup  i s  most 
d e p riv e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  what th e y  f e e l  th e y  sh o u ld  have? F o r each  s u b je c t ,
. Number o f  Bedrooms S u b je c ts  F e l t  They Should Have v s .  Number 
ox People in  th e  H ousehold, By A rea.
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Figure 6 . D istr ib u tion  o f Rooms and Bedrooms, By Area
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F ig u re  7• Crowding (P eop le p e r  Room)
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we o b ta in e d  a m easure o f  " d e p r iv a t io n "  by s u b t r a c t in g  th e  number o f  rooms 
he a c tu a l ly  had  from  th e  number o f  rooms he f e l t  he sh o u ld  h a v e . I f  t h i s  
d i f f e r e n c e  was a p o s i t iv e  number th a n  th e  s u b je c t  was " d e p r iv e d ,"  w hereas 
i f  i t  w ere a n e g a tiv e  number th e n  he had more rooms th a n  he f e l t  he r e a l l y  
shou ld  have t o  p ro p e r ly  ta k e  c a re  o f  h i s  fa m ily .  These r e s u l t s  a re  p lo t te d  
in  F ig u re  8 as a  f u n c t io n  o f  th e  number־ o f  peop le  i n  th e  h o u seh o ld , w ith  
b o th  a re a s  p lo t t e d  s e p a r a te ly  as u s u a l .  F ig u re  8 a l s o  c o n ta in s  s im i la r  
p lo t s  f o r  bedroom s.
The r e s u l t s  in d ic a te  t h a t  f o r  a  g iv e n  number o f  p eop le  in  th e  ho u se­
h o ld , Downtown re sp o n d e n ts  have th e  g r e a t e s t  d is c r e p a n c ie s  betw een what 
th e y  have and what th e y  f e e l  th e y  sh o u ld  h a v e . Note t h a t  i n  b o th  a re a s  
th e  peop le  w ith  th e  l a r g e s t  f a m i l ie s  te n d  t o  be " d e p r iv e d ."  I t  i s  r a th e r  
i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  th e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  "d ep riv ed "  in  Downtown (32$ u s in g  t o t a l  
rooms as a m easure , 3^ f u s in g  bedroom s) i s  n o t much l a r g e r  th a n  th e  p ro p o r­
t i o n  o f  "d e p riv e d "  in  Cam brian P ark  (2h°¡ u s in g  t o t a l  room s, 20f־ u s in g  
bedroom s) .
In  summary, f o r  a  g iv e n  number o f  peop le  i n  th e  h o u seh o ld , Cambrian 
r e s id e n t s  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  have more rooms and bedrooms th a n  Downtown 
r e s id e n t s  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  h av e . Homes in  Cam brian P ark  w ere g e n e r a l ly  
much l a r g e r  th a n  th o se  Downtown, b u t th e  deg ree  o f  crow ding i s  abou t 
e q u a l .  We asked  w hich a re a  was more "d e p riv e d "  r e l a t i v e  t o  what th e y  
f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  h a v e . Downtown p eop le  showed th e  g r e a t e s t  r e l a t i v e  
d e p r iv a t io n ,  b u t th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een th e  a re a s  was n o t g r e a t .
- 18-
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B. Ne ig h b o rh o o d s .
P ro p er ho u sin g  in v o lv e s  more th a n  a  p h y s ic a l  s t r u c t u r e .  We must a ls o  
c o n s id e r  th e  r e s i d e n t 's  neighborhood — h is  p e rc e p t io n  o f  th e  a re a  around 
h i s  home.
R espondents were asked  w hether th e r e  was a n y th in g  th e y  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
l ik e d  abou t t h e i r  neighborhood (68? Downtown, and 885 i n  Cam brian s a id  
" y e s " ) ;  and w hether th e r e  was a n y th in g  th e y  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i s l i k e d  (43$ 
Downtown, and 38? in  Cam brian, s a id  " y e s " ) .  Not s u r p r i s in g ly ,  Cambrian 
r e s id e n t s  had more t o  l i k e  and l e s s  t o  d i s l i k e .  S t i l l ,  a la rg e  m a jo r i ty  
o f  th e  Downtown r e s id e n t s  l ik e d  som ething abou t t h e i r  neighborhood , and 
th e  p e rce n tag e  who d i s l i k e d  Downtown was o n ly  5? h ig h e r  th a n  th e  p e rce n tag e  
who d i s l i k e d  Cam brian P a rk .
Those re sp o n d e n ts  who s a id  th e y  had a p a r t i c u l a r  l i k e  o r  d i s l i k e  were 
th e n  asked  what i t  w as. These open-ended  re sp o n se s  were c a te g o r iz e d  and 
a re  l i s t e d  in  F ig u re  9• A few d im in s io n s  s ta n d  o u t as  p a r t i c u l a r l y  im por­
t a n t  in  b o th  n e ig h b o rh o o d s. S o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  th e  n e ig h b o rs , and 
q u ie t  and p r iv a c y , ap p ea r t o  be m ajo r f a c to r s  i n  l i k in g  o r  d i s l i k i n g  th e  
neighbo rhood . T h is  h o ld s  t r u e  in  b o th  a r e a s ,  a l th o u g h  i n  Downtown many o f  
th e  n o ise  co m p la in ts  were s p e c i f i c a l l y  l in k e d  t o  th e  n e a rn e ss  o f  th e  a i r ­
p o r t .  Convenience o f  th e  lo c a t io n  i s  a m ajor f a c t o r  in  l i k i n g ,  and busy  
t r a f f i c  i s  a m ajor f a c t o r  i n  d i s l i k i n g  f o r  b o th  a r e a s .  To o u r s u r p r i s e ,  
n e i th e r  th e  q u a l i ty  o f  p u b lic  s e r v ic e s ,  no r th e  q u a l i ty  o f  h o using  s t r u c ­
t u r e s ,  came ou t as  a  m ajor f a c t o r  in  e i t h e r  a r e a .
A n o to r io u s  d i f f i c u l t y  w ith  t h i s  s o r t  o f  su rv ey  i s  t h a t  p e o p le 's  r e ­
p o r te d  a t t i t u d e s  do no t alw ays c o rre sp o n d  t o  t h e i r  b e h a v io r s . J u s t  because  
re sp o n d e n ts  say  t h a t  q u ie t ,  p r iv a c y , and good s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  th e  
n e ig h b o rs , a re  im p o rta n t d e te rm in a n ts  o f  t h e i r  l i k in g  a  neighborhood  does
-20-
F ig u re  9• P ercen tag e  o f  R espondents Who L ik e , Or D is l ik e ,  V arious A spects 
o f  T h e ir  N eighborhood, By A rea .*
DOWNTOWN
A spects o f  th e  neighborhood  A spects  o f  th e  neighborhood
which a re  l i k e d .  (n=119) w hich a re  d i s l i k e d .  (n=79)
Q uiet a n d /o r  p r iv a c y : 40$ Bad s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s
C onvenient lo c a t io n : 24$
w ith  n e ig h b o rs : 27$
Busy s t r e e t  t r a f f i c : 25$
Good s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s
Lack o f  q u ie t  a n d /o rw ith  n e ig h b o rs : 20$
4$Good p u b lic  s e r v ic e s :
p r iv a c y : 23$
M isce llan eo u s : 12$
Not w e ll  l i t  a t  n ig h t : 5$
M isc e lla n e o u s : 20$
100$ ---
100$
CAMBRIAN PARK
A spects  o f  th e  neighborhood 
w hich a re  d i s l i k e d .  (n=38)
Busy s t r e e t  t r a f f i c : 21$
Bad s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s
w ith  n e ig h b o rs : 16$
Lack o f q u ie t  a n d /o r
p r iv a c y : 8$
M isc e lla n e o u s : 55$
100$
A spects o f  th e  neighborhood 
w hich a re  l i k e d .  (n=89)
Good s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s
w ith  n e ig h b o rs : 34$
Q uiet and / o r  p r iv a c y : 24$
C onvenient lo c a t io n : 19$
Good p u b lic  s e r v ic e s : 6$
M isce llan eo u s : 17$
100$
* R espondents who in d ic a te d  no p a r t i c u l a r  l i k e s ,  o r  d i s l i k e s ,  about 
t h e i r  neighborhoods a re  n o t in c lu d e d  in  th e  p e rc e n ta g e s .
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n o t make i t  t r u e .  T hat i s  n o t t o  i n f e r  t h a t  re sp o n d e n ts  a re  ly in g ,  b u t th e y  
may be r a t i o n a l i z in g  t h e i r  l i k e s  and d i s l i k e s ,  o r  th e y  may sim p ly  n ev er 
have th o u g h t about th e  q u e s tio n  b e fo re  b e in g  c o n fro n te d  w ith  i t  in  ou r 
in te rv ie w . T h e re fo re  i t  i s  im p o rta n t t o  have in d ep en d en t checks on th e se  
r e s u l t s  in  o rd e r  t o  in c re a s e  our co n fid e n ce  in  them . F o r tu n a te ly  we a n t i ­
c ip a te d  t h a t  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  would be an  im p o rta n t f a c t o r ,  so we to o k  i n ­
dependent m easures o f  s u b je c t s '  s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s h ip  t o  t h e i r  ne ighborhood , 
and th e s e  e n ab le  us t o  check  th e  f in d in g s  f u r t h e r .
R espondents were asked how many o f  th e  n e ig h b o rin g  f a m i l ie s  th e y  were 
f r i e n d ly  w ith ,  and w hether o r  no t th e y  a t te n d e d  any s o r t  o f  community 
s o c ia l  o rg a n iz a t io n  o r  a lo c a l  ch u rch . P resum ably peop le  w ith  good n e ig h ­
borhood r e l a t i o n s  have more f r i e n d s ,  and a re  more l i k e l y  t o  a t te n d  a 
community s o c i a l  o rg a n iz a t io n ,  th a n  peop le  w ith  poor s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  I f  
good s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  a re  in d eed  d e te rm in a n ts  o f  l i k in g  th e  ne ighborhood , 
th e n  th o se  peop le  w ith  th e  most f r i e n d s ,  and who a t te n d  lo c a l  community 
o rg a n iz a t io n s ,  shou ld  be most l i k e l y  t o  l i k e  th e  ne ighbo rhood . We would 
a ls o  e x p e c t t h a t ,  o f  th o s e  peop le  who l i k e  th e  ne ighborhood , th o se  w ith  
th e  most f r i e n d s ,  and who a t te n d  lo c a l  o rg a n iz a t io n s ,  sh o u ld  be most l i k e l y  
t o  c o n s id e r  good s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  t h e i r  re a so n  f o r  l i k in g  th e  ne ighborhood . 
F ig u re  10a shows a l l  o f  th e s e  h y p o th eses  t o  be t r u e .
I f  bad s o c ia l  r e l a t io n s h ip s  a re  in d eed  d e te rm in a n ts  o f  d i s l i k in g  th e  
ne ighborhood , th e n  th o se  peop le  w ith  th e  l e a s t  f r i e n d s ,  and th o s e  who do 
n o t a t te n d  lo c a l  o rg a n iz a t io n s ,  sh o u ld  be most l i k e l y  t o  d i s l i k e  th e  
neighbo rhood . A lso , o f  th o se  peop le  who d i s l i k e  th e  neighborhood , th o se  
w ith  th e  l e a s t  f r i e n d s ,  and th o se  who do n o t a t te n d  lo c a l  o r g a n iz a t io n s ,  
shou ld  be most l i k e l y  t o  c o n s id e r  bad  s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  t h e i r  re a so n  fo r  
d i s l i k in g  th e  neighbo rhood . F ig u re  10b shows t h a t  3 ou t o f  th e s e  b■ 
h y p o th eses  a re  n o t t r u e .
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F ig u re  10 a . S o c ia l R e la tio n s  and L ik in g  th e  N eighborhood.
NUMBER OF NEIGHBORING FAMILIES THE 
SUBJECT IS  FRIENDLY WITH:
0-2 3-5 6 -9
66?; 72? 88?
(n=106) (9 2 ) , (86)
12? 23? 41?
(69) (64) (75)
P e rc e n t who l i k e  neighborhood:
P e rc e n t l i k in g  neighborhood  because 
o f  good s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  (o f  th o s e  
who l i k e  th e  ne igh b o rh o o d ):
DO YOU ATTEND A COMMUNITY SOCIAL 
ORGANIZATION OR CHURCH?
No Yes
69? 80?
( n 1 3 0 ־ ) (152)
20? 29?
(86) (120)
P e rc e n t who l i k e  neighborhood:
P e rc e n t l i k in g  neighborhood  because 
o f  good s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  (o f  th o se  
who l i k e  th e  n e ig h b o rh o o d ):
F ig u re  10b. S o c ia l  R e la tio n s  and D is l ik in g  th e  N eighborhood,
NUMBER OF NEIGHBORING FAMILIES THE 
SUBJECT IS  FRIENDLY WITH:
0-2 3-5 6 -9
41?; 40?- 44?oHIIc (91) (86)
31? 14? 22?
(45) (35 ) (37)
P e rc e n t who d i s l i k e  neighborhood:
P e rc e n t d i s l i k i n g  neighborhood 
because  o f  bad s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  (o f  
th o se  who d i s l i k e  th e  neighborhood)!
DO YOU ATTEND A COMMUNITY SOCIAL 
ORGANIZATION OR CHURCH?
No Yes
45? 38?
(n= 13 l) (151)
22? 23?
(59) (57)
P e rc e n t who d i s l i k e  ne ighborhood:
P e rc e n t d i s l i k in g  neighborhood  because  
o f  bad s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  (o f  th o se  who 
d i s l i k e  th e  neighborhood):
Our checks show one c o n s is te n t  r e s u l t  and one in c o n s i s t e n t  r e s u l t .
We have a v e ry  s tro n g  case  f o r  th e y  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  good s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s
a re  an im p o rtan t d e te rm in a n t in  l i k in g  a neighborhood . I t  i s  l e s s  c l e a r
t h a t  th e  converse  i s  t r u e  — i . e .  t h a t  bad  s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  cause one to
d i s l i k e  th e  ne ighborhood , a lth o u g h  i t  c e r t a in y  seems re a so n a b le  t o  e x p ec t
t h a t  t o  occu r in  ca se s  o f  e x te rm e ly  poor s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s . We may be e r r in g
in  c o n s id e r in g  a la c k  o f  f r ie n d s  as an in d i c a to r  o f  "bad" s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s .
I t  may be more a c c u ra te  to ' c h a r a c te r iz e  t h a t  as a s t a t e  o f " n e u tr a l"  s o c ia l  r e l a ­
t i o n s .  ״ Bad" s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  may r e q u ir e  some a c tu a l  en em ies. W ith t h i s  la t te : .
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  we m ight h y p o th e s iz e  t h a t  good s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  le a d  one 
t o  l i k e  th e  neighborhood , n e u t r a l  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  le a d  one t o  be i n d i f ­
f e r e n t  t o  th e  ne ighborhood , and bad s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  le a d  one t o  d i s l i k e  
th e  ne ighborhood . T h is  h y p o th e s is  i s  c o n s is te n t  w ith  th e  d a ta  we have 
p re s e n te d  so f a r ,  b u t s in c e  we have no d a ta  on th e  s u b je c t s '  enem ies, 
we a re  n o t in  a p o s i t io n  to  t e s t  i t  f u r t h e r .
Our q u e s tio n n a ir e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  in q u ir e d  abou t th e  adequacy o f  s e v e ra l  
p u b lic  s e rv ic e s  in  th e  ne ighbo rhood . The p e rc e n ta g e s  o f  re sp o n d e n ts  who 
found th e se  in a d eq u a te  a re  l i s t e d  i n  F ig u re  11. A r e l a t i v e l y  la rg e  
p ro p o r tio n  o f  re sp o n d e n ts  i n  b o th  a re a s  c o n s id e re d  lo c a l  p u b lic  t r a n s p o r ­
t a t i o n  t o  be in a d e q u a te , and o n e -q u a r te r  o f  th e  Cam brian Park  re sp o n d en ts  
found th e  garbage c o l l e c t io n  u n s a t i s f a c to r y  (m ain ly  because  o f  p o l i c ie s  
o f  th e  garbage c o l l e c t io n  com pany). As we have seen , th e s e  do n o t appear 
t o  be s ig n i f i c a n t  f a c to r s  i n  d e te rm in in g  w h eth er o r  n o t one l i k e s  o r d i s ­
l i k e s  th e  neighborhood . I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o te  t h a t  most o f  th e  Cambrian 
Park  re sp o n d e n ts  (8 2 f)  n ev e r use p u b lic  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  anyway. W hether o r  
n o t th e y  would use a b e t t e r  p u b lic  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  system  i s  an open 
q u e s t io n .  R a th e r  s u r p r i s in g ly ,  Cam brian r e s id e n t s  were more d i s s a t i s f i e d
F ig u re  11 . P e rcen tag e  o f  R espondents Who F ind  V arious L o ca l P u b lic  
S e rv ic e s  In a d e q u a te , By A rea .
Downtown (n=l8¿!-) Cam brian P ark  (n=102)
P u b lic  t r a n s p o r ta t io n : 31* b n
Garbage C o lle c t io n : 12f 25I
S ch o o ls : 13* ±5$
Law en fo rcem en t: 19# I l f
th a n  Downtown r e s id e n t s  on th r e e  o f  th e  fo u r  p u b lic  s e rv ic e s  c o n s id e re d .
In  c o n c lu s io n , th e  m ajor f a c to r s  which th e  s u b je c ts  th e m se lv es  c o n s id e r  
t o  be in v o lv ed  in  l i k in g  neighborhoods — in  b o th  th e  low - and u p p e r-m id d le - 
income a re a s  — a re  q u ie t  and p r iv a c y , good s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  n e ig h b o rs , 
and conven ience o f  lo c a t io n .  The m ajo r f a c to r s  th e y  f e l t  w ere in v o lv ed  
i n  d i s l i k in g  neighborhoods — a g a in  b o th  in  low - and upper-m idd le-incom e 
a re a s  — a re  busy  t r a f f i c ,  bad s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  n e ig h b o rs , and la c k  
o f  q u ie t  and p r iv a c y .  They do no t c o n s id e r  p u b lic  s e rv ic e s  (w hich a re  
p e rc e iv e d  as worse in  th e  upper-m idd le-incom e a re a  th a n  th e  loTf-income 
a re a )  t o  be a  m ajor f a c t o r  i n  l i k in g  o f  d i s l i k i n g  th e  neighbo rhood .
As a  check  on a p o r t io n  o f  th e s e  f in d in g s ,  we compared s u b je c ts  w ith  
few and many f r ie n d s  in  th e  ne ighborhood , and s u b je c ts  who d id  o r  d id  no t 
a t te n d  lo c a l  o rg a n iz a t io n s ,  t o  see i f  th e y  d i f f e r e d  in  t h e i r  deg ree  o f  
l i k in g  and d i s l i k in g  t h e i r  n e ig h b o rh o o d s. S u b je c ts  w ith  good s o c ia l  
r e l a t i o n s  d id  in d eed  te n d  t o  l i k e  t h e i r  neighborhoods b e t t e r  th a n  s u b je c ts  
w ith  few er f r i e n d s ,  o r  th a n  th o se  who d id  n o t a t te n d  lo c a l  o r g a n iz a t io n s .  
There were no c o n s is te n t  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  how ever, on d i s l i k i n g  o f  th e  n e ig h ­
borhood . Thus, we have a  v e ry  c o n s is te n t  f in d in g  t h a t  good s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  
le a d s  t o  l i k in g  o f th e  neighborhood , b u t th e  d e te rm in a n ts  o f  d i s l i k in g  a re  
l e s s  c l e a r .
IV. M exican-Am ericans and th e  E ld e r ly .
Cambrian Park  i s  a  homogeneous n e ighbo rhood . R espondents a lm ost 
alw ays came from  w h ite  non-M exican-A m erican f a m i l ie s  l i v in g  in  t h e i r  own 
th r e e  o r  four-bedroom  h o u se s ; th e  head o f  th e  house was u s u a l ly  a m id d le - 
aged man making a good incom e. Downtown i s  much more m ixed. F o r ty - fo u r  
p e rc e n t o f  th e s e  re sp o n d e n ts  be longed  t o  m in o r i ty  g roups — m ain ly  M exican- 
American (3 6 $ ); a lm ost o n e - th i r d  o f th e  Downtown h o u sin g  u n i t s  in  our 
sample were ap a rtm en ts  o r  d u p le x e s ; age o f  th e  head o f  th e  house ranged  
from  18 t o  87 ; a lth o u g h  most o f  th e  r e s id e n t s  had low incom es, 10$ re p o r te d  
t o t a l  househo ld  incomes i n  e x c e ss  o f  $14 ,000  p e r  y e a r .  In  t h i s  s e c t io n  o f  
th e  p ap er we w i l l  lo o k  more c lo s e ly  a t  th e  Downtown a r e a  t o  see  how low- 
income w h ite s ,  M exican-A m ericans, and th e  e l d e r ly ,  d i f f e r  from  our o v e r a l l  
c h a r a c te r i z a t i o n  o f  th e  a r e a .
Our approach  t o  t h i s  a n a ly s is  was t o  d iv id e  th e  Downtown s u b je c ts  
in to  th r e e  c o h o r ts :  w h ite  non-M exican-A m ericans, M exican-A m ericans, and 
th e  e l d e r ly  ( i . e .  head o f  househo ld  was age 65 o r  o ld e r ) .  We a d d i t io n a l ly  
removed from  th e  f i r s t  two c o h o r ts  th e  sm a ll number o f  h o u seho lds i n  which 
members were no t a l l  r e l a t e d .  (These were m ain ly  San Jo se  C o llege  s tu d e n t s . )  
F ig u re  12 shows a breakdow n o f  th e s e  th r e e  c o h o r ts  as w e ll  as  a re s id u e  
c a te g o ry  o f Downtown s u b je c ts  who d id  n o t f i t  in to  any o f  th e  c o h o r ts .  The 
a n a ly s is  w i l l  be done in  te rm s o f  th e s e  th r e e  c o h o r ts .  For com parison 
p u rp o ses , th e  Cam brian r e s u l t s  i n  th e  p re c e e d in g  s e c t io n  may be th o u g h t 
o f  as  r e p re s e n t in g  w h ite  non-M exican-A m erican f a m i l ie s  w ith  heads below 
th e  age o f  6 5 . (We have re ru n  th e  Cam brian d a ta  a f t e r  rem oving th e  few 
m in o r ity  and e l d e r ly  h o u seho lds in  t h a t  a re a ,  and th e  r e s u l t s  a re  alm ost 
i d e n t i c a l  t o  th o se  f o r  th e  f u l l  Cam brian sa m p le .)  As in  th e  l a s t  s e c t io n ,  
we w i l l  f i r s t  c o n s id e r  p h y s ic a l  s t r u c t u r e s  and th e n  th e  neighborhood .
Figure 12. Downtown Cohorts.
C ohort #1 1 C ohort #2 C ohort #3 R esidue
' White non-M-A 
)W ith head o f  
ih ouseho ld  
!below  age 6 5 .
M exican-Am ericans 
w ith  head o f  
househo ld  
below  age 6 5 .
Head o f 
househo ld  
age 65 o r 
o ld e r .
n: j 48
i
47 59 32
»
E th n ic i ty  !
W hite non-M-A: 100# 
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O ther
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P e rc e n t who a lre a d y
own t h e i r  own home: t 27$
1
........................... - ..........................................................L - ___ ________________
7 f 53 f 21f*
* These p e rc e n ta g e s  a re  ap p ro x im atio n s  s in c e  some re sp o n d e n ts  were 
p la c e d  in  th e  " re s id u e "  c a te g o ry  because  incom ple te  d a ta  p ro h ib i te d  
t h e i r  p lacem ent in  one o f  th e  o th e r  th r e e  c o h o r ts .
A. P h y s ic a l S t r u c tu r e s .
In  com paring th e  th r e e  Downtown c o h o r ts ,  we w i l l  fo llo w  th e  same l in e  
o f  a n a ly s is  a lre a d y  u sed  to  compare Downtown w ith  Cam brian P a rk . Thus, 
we b e g in  w ith  F ig u re  13 , w hich shows th e  average  number o f  rooms s u b je c ts  
f e l t  th e y  shou ld  have, p lo t te d  as a  fu n c t io n  o f  th e  number o f  peop le  i n  
th e  s u b je c t s ' h o u seh o ld . Each c o h o rt i s  p lo t te d  s e p a r a te ly .  (Note t h a t  
th e  v e r t i c a l  a x is  o f  th e  g rap h  has been  s c a le d  d i f f e r e n t l y  th a n  in  th e  
com parable g rap h  o f  F ig u re  4 in  o rd e r t o  m agnify  any d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een 
th e  Downtown c o h o r t s . )  F ig u re  13 a ls o  c o n ta in s  a p o r t io n  o f  th e  Cambrian 
P ark  g rap h  as a  b a s is  f o r  com parison .
We can  see t h a t  th e r e  a re  some d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een th e  Downtown co ­
h o r t s ,  w ith  th e  M exican-A m ericans below  age 65 g e n e r a l ly  f e e l in g  th e y  
shou ld  have r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  rooms f o r  a g iv e n  number o f  peop le  in  th e  
h o u seh o ld . The g rap h s o f  th e  o th e r  two c o h o r ts  ap p ear t o  be q u i te  c lo s e .  
A ll  th e  Downtown g raphs l i e  below  th e  Cam brian P ark  g ra p h .
F ig u re  14 shows th e  average number o f  bedrooms w hich s u b je c ts  f e l t  
th e y  sh o u ld  h av e , a l s o  p lo t te d  a s  a f u n c t io n  o f  th e  number o f  peop le  i n  th e  
h o u seh o ld . The th r e e  Downtown c o h o r ts  and Cam brian P ark  a re  p lo t te d  
s e p a r a te ly .  A gain, th e  p e rc e iv e d  needs o f  th e  M exican-A m ericans below  
age 65 a re  r e l a t i v e l y  l e s s  th a n  th e  p e rc e iv e d  needs o f  th e  o th e r  c o h o r ts .  
There a re  no c l e a r  d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een th e  Cam brian P ark  g rap h  and th e  
g raphs o f  th e  e l d e r ly  and th e  w h ite  non-M exican-A m ericans. Thus i t  would 
ap p ea r t h a t  th e  sm a ll d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een Cam brian and Downtown back in  
F ig u re  5 a re  m ain ly  due t o  th e  M exican-A m ericans in  th e  Downtown a r e a .
The number o f  room s, and bedroom s, w hich s u b je c t s  in  each  c o h o rt 
a c t u a l l y  have a re  shown in  F ig u re  15 . (A com parable d i s t r i b u t i o n  f o r
Cam brian p a rk  i s  shown back  in  F ig u re  6 . )  These d i s t r i b u t i o n s  a re  ro u g h ly
th e  same f o r  each  c o h o r t,  however some c a u t io n  must be u sed  in  in t e r p r e t i n g  
t h i s  r e s u l t  s in c e  th e  M exican-A m ericans g e n e r a l ly  have more peop le  p e r  
h ouseho ld  th a n  th e  o th e r  t;ro  c o h o r ts ,  w h ile  th e  e l d e r ly  have l e s s .  (S even ty  
p e rc e n t o f  th e  e l d e r ly  have o n ly  one o r  two peop le  i n  th e  home; 53$ o f  th e  
M exican-A m ericans have a t  l e a s t  fo u r  peop le  i n  th e  home. )  In  o rd e r  t o  
i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  more c l e a r l y ,  th e  crow ding d i s t r i b u t i o n  (peop le  
p e r  room) fo r  each  c o h o rt i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  F ig u re  16 . C le a r ly ,  th e  
M exican-A m ericans a re  l i v in g  in  th e  most crowded c o n d i t io n ,  and th e  e ld e r ly  
a re  th e  l e a s t  crow ded.
M exican-A m ericans a re  more corwded th a n  any o th e r  c o h o r t ,  b u t we have 
a ls o  seen  t h a t  t h e i r  p e rc e iv e d  h o u sin g  needs a re  low er th a n  any o th e r  
co h o rt* s  p e rc e iv e d  needs (F ig u re s  13 and 1 4 ) ,  We may th e n  ask  w hich co ­
h o r t  i s  most d e p riv e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  what th e y  f e e l  th e y  sh o u ld  h av e? We 
have no t in c lu d e d  g raphs o f  th e  m agnitude o f  " d e p r iv a t io n "  (number o f  
rooms shou ld  have mi'nus number o f  rooms do have) as a  fu n c t io n  o f  number 
o f  peop le  in  th e  h o useho ld  — analogous t o  th e  g raphs in  F ig u re  8 — because 
th e y  a re  n o t c l e a r c u t  and a re  d i f f i c u l t  t o  i n t e r p r e t .  We g e t  a c l e a r e r  
p ic tu r e  by exam ining th e  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  peop le  in  each  c o h o rt who have l e s s  
t o t a l  room s, and l e s s  bedroom s, th a n  th e y  f e e l  th e y  shou ld  h av e . These 
p e rc e n ta g e s  a re  d is p la y e d  in  F ig u re  17, and th e  Cam brian p e rc e n ta g e s  a re  
in c lu d e d  f o r  com parison  p u rp o se s . U sing e i t h e r  t o t a l  rooms o r  bedroom s, 
th e  Downtown M exican-Am ericans a re  by f a r  th e  most l i k e l y  t o  c o n s id e r  
th em se lv es  "d ep riv ed "  even a llo w in g  f o r  th e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e i r  p e rc e p tio n s  
o f  what th e y  shou ld  have a re  th e  lo w est o f  a l l  th e  g ro u p s .
In  summary, f o r  a g iv e n  number o f  peop le  i n  th e  h o u seh o ld , th e  M exican- 
A mericans f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  have l e s s  t o t a l  room s, and l e s s  bedroom s, th a n  
e i t h e r  o f  th e  o th e r  Downtown c o h o r ts  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  h av e . A ll  th re e
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Figure 15• D istr ib u tion  o f Rooms and Bedrooms, By Downtown Cohort.
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Figure 16. Downtown Crowding (People per Room).
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Downtown c o h o r ts  f e l t  th e y  shou ld  have l e s s  t o t a l  rooms th a n  Cam brian Park  
r e s id e n t s  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  have, however ex c e p t f o r  th e  M exican-A m ericans, 
th e r e  were no c l e a r c u td i f f e r e n c e s  on bedroom s. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f v a r io u s  
s iz e  homes i s  ro u g h ly  th e  same f o r  each  o f  th e  Downtown c o h o r ts ,  b u t 
M exican-Am ericans g e n e r a l ly  have more peop le  p e r  h o u seh o ld  th a n  th e  o th e r  
g ro u p s , w h ile  th e  e l d e r ly  have th e  l e a s t  number o f  peop le  p e r  household,. 
T h e re fo re , th e  deg ree  o f  crow ding (p eo p le  p e r  room) i s  h ig h e s t  f o r  M exican- 
A m ericans, and lo w es t f o r  th e  e l d e r l y .  I n  f a c t ,  th e  Downtown e l d e r ly  a re  
l e s s  crowded th a n  th e  r e s id e n t s  o f  Cam brian P a rk . Looking a t  p e rc e p tio n s  
o f  r e l a t i v e  " d e p r iv a t io n ," th e  M exican-A m ericans a re  m ost " d e p r iv e d ," 
even when a llo w in g  f o r  t h e i r  v e ry  low p e rc e p tio n s  o f  what th e y  f e e l  th e y
shou ld  have
IIF ig u re  17• A Com parison o f  ״D e p riv a tio n
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B. N eighborhoods
S u b je c ts  were asked  i f t h e r e  was a n th in g  th e y  p a r t i c u l a r l y  l i k e d  o r 
d i s l i k e d  abou t t h e i r  neighbo rhood . Of th e  th r e e  Downtown c o h o r ts ,  M exican- 
A m ericans were most l i k e l y  t o  b o th  l i k e  and d i s l i k e  so m eth ing . Seventy-tw o 
p e rc e n t l ik e d  some a s p e c t o f  t h e i r  neighborhood  compared t o  65$ o f  th e  
w h ite  non-M-A c o h o r t,  and 63$ o f  th e  e l d e r ly  c o h o r t .  F o r ty -n in e  p e rc e n t 
o f  th e  M exican-A m ericans d i s l i k e d  som eth ing , compared t o  40# o f  th e  w h ite  
non-M-A and 41$ o f  th e  e l d e r l y .
C ohorts were ro u g h ly  s im i la r  in  th o s e  a s p e c ts  o f  th e  neighborhood 
w hich th e y  p a r t i c u l a r l y  l i k e d .  Q u iet a n d /o r  p r iv a c y  was most o f te n  men­
t io n e d ,  and th e n  convenience o f  lo c a t io n ,  and good s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  
th e  n e ig h b o rs . The w h ite  non-M־As and th e  e l d e r ly  ag reed  on neighborhood 
d i s l i k e s :  f i r s t ,  bad s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  n e ig h b o rs ; second , la c k  o f 
q u ie t  a n d /o r  p r iv a c y ;  t h i r d ,  busy  s t r e e t  t r a f f i c .  The M exican-Am ericans 
u s u a l ly  m entioned  th e  same th in g s  b u t in v e r te d  th e  o r d e r .  The d a ta  in  
F ig u re  8 o f  th e  p re v io u s  s e c t io n  g iv e s  a  f a i r l y  g e n e ra l  p ic tu r e  o f  m ajor 
a s p e c ts  o f  neighborhoods t h a t  s u b je c ts  r e p o r t  th e y  e i t h e r  l ik e d  o r  d i s l i k e d ,  
indep en d en t o f  th e  a re a  o r  c o h o r t .
V. What A ccounts f o r  th e  D if fe re n c e s?
We have seen  t h a t ,  f o r  a g iv e n  s iz e  h o u seh o ld , u pper-m idd le-incom e 
r e s id e n t s  o f  Cam brian P ark  g e n e r a l ly  p e rc e iv e  t h a t  th e y  sh o u ld  have more 
rooms, and more bedroom s, th a n  low-incom e r e s id e n t s  o f  Downtown p e rc e iv e  
th e y  sh o u ld  h av e . What acc o u n ts  f o r  th e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s ?  S e v e ra l e x p la n ­
a t io n s  seem re a so n a b le :
1 .  High s t a t u s  peop le  may f e e l  t h a t  th e y  a re  e n t i t l e d  t o  more th a n  low 
s t a t u s  p e o p le , and c o n v e rse ly , low s t a t u s  peop le  may f e e l  e n t i t l e d  t o  l e s s  
th a n  h ig h  s t a t u s  p e o p le . S ince income l e v e l  I s  one o f  th e  m ajor s ig n s  o f  
s o c ia l  s t a t u s  in  th e  U n ite d  S ta te s  (a lo n g  w ith  e d u c a t io n a l  l e v e l  and 
o c c u p a tio n ) , th e  upper-m idd le-incom e peop le  may p e rc e iv e  t h a t  th e y  sh o u ld  
have la rg e  homes because  o f  t h e i r  h ig h e r  s t a t u s  in  th e  s o c ie ty .
2 . A p e r s o n 's  p e rc e p tio n  o f  what he sh o u ld  have may be d e te rm in ed  by 
w hat he f e e l s  he can  a f f o r d . A h ig h e r  income p e rso n , who can  a f f o r d  a 
l a r g e r  home, would f e e l  t h a t  he sh o u ld  have a  l a r g e r  home.
3 . I t  i s  w e ll  known t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  s e c t io n s  o f  a c i t y  may have v e ry  
d i f f e r e n t  s u b c u l tu r e s .  T hat i s ,  th e  r e s id e n t s  o f  two a re a s  may d i f f e r  in  
t h e i r  l i f e  s t y l e s ,  t h e i r  v a lu e s ,  and t h e i r  g o a ls  i n  l i f e .  These d i f f e r e n ­
c es  a re  o f te n  ro o te d  in  th e  d i f f e r i n g  h i s t o r i c a l  and e th n ic  backrounds
o f  th e  r e s id e n t s  and may be q u i te  in d ep en d en t o f  income l e v e l  o r  s o c ia l  
s t a t u s .  Hence, c u l t u r a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  betw een th e  a re a s  co u ld  acco u n t f o r  
d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p e rc e iv e d  h o u sin g  n eed s .
4 .  P e o p le s ' p e rc e p tio n s  o f  what th e y  sh o u ld  have may be b ased  on what 
th e y  do h av e . A p e rso n  who has  a la rg e  home, and who has alw ays had a 
la rg e  home, may come t o  f e e l  t h a t  he sh o u ld  have a  la rg e  home; w hereas 
a p e rso n  u sed  t o  a  sm a ll home would come t o  th in k  t h a t  t h a t  i s  what he
sh o u ld  h av e . The Cambrian Park  r e s id e n t s  who l i v e  i n  l a r g e r  homes (F ig u re  
6 ) ,  must be u sed  t o  l a r g e r  homes. T h is , th e n , would le a d  them  t o  f e e l  
t h a t  th e y  shou ld  have l a r g e r  homes.
r
These a re  no t m u tu a lly  e x c lu s iv e  e x p la n a t io n s .  Perhaps th e y  a re  a l l  
c o r r e c t  t o  some d e g re e . On th e  o th e r  hand, p erh ap s none a re  t r u e . Cur 
i n t e n t  in  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  t o  see w hich ap p ea r t o  be more o r  l e s s  im p o rtan t 
in  e x p la in in g  th e  f in d in g s .  The s t a t i s t i c a l  method w hich we w i l l  use 
h e re  ( r e g r e s s io n  a n a ly s i s )  i s  n o t cap ab le  o f  p ro v in g  t h a t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  
c a u s a l  e x p la n a tio n  i s  in d eed  t r u e . We must em phasize t h a t  t h i s  a n a ly s is  
w i l l  o n ly  se rv e  t o  show w hich e x p la n a tio n s  ap p ea r more o r  l e s s  im p o r ta n t .
R e g re ss io n  a n a ly s i s  i s  an e x tre m e ly  c o n v e n ie n t s t a t i s t i c a l  te c h n iq u e  
f o r  th e  problem  we a re  exam ining h e re .  We w i l l  p re s e n t  a  v e ry  b r i e f  and 
rough e x p la n a tio n  o f  i t  h e re .  The r e a d e r  may f in d  a  more com plete e x p la n ­
a t io n  in  most good s t a t i s t i c s  and m ethodology t e x t s .
We a re  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  e x p la in in g  why th e r e  a re  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  th e  
number o f  rooms peop le  f e e l  th e y  sh o u ld  have, so ou r "dependen t v a r ia b le "  
i s  number o f  rooms sh o u ld  h a v e . We assume t h a t  i t  i s  m ean in g fu l t o  w r ite  
th e  fo llo w in g  e q u a tio n :
number o f  rooms sh o u ld  have = aX + bY + c , 
where a , b , and c a re  c o n s ta n ts ;  and X and Y a re  " e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s "  — 
t h a t  i s ,  we ex p ec t X and Y to  be r e l a t e d  t o  th e  number o f  rooms a p e rso n  
f e e l s  he shou ld  h av e . F o r exam ple, X m ight be "an n u a l income" and Y m ight 
be "number o f  peop le  i n  th e  h o u se h o ld ."  Then f o r  any s u b je c t ,  we co u ld  
p lu g  in to  th e  e q u a tio n  h i s  an n u a l income (X) and th e  number o f  peop le  in  
h i s  househo ld  (Y) and c a lc u la te  number o f  rooms sh o u ld  have f o r  t h a t  sub ­
j e c t .  (T h is  assum es, o f  c o u rse , t h a t  we have v a lu e s  f o r  th e  c o n s ta n ts  a ,
b , and c . )  Now i f  th e  e q u a tio n , and our c o n s ta n ts ,  were v e ry  a c c u ra te ,  
th e n  th e  number we would c a lc u la te  f o r  number o f  rooms sh o u ld  have would 
be v e ry  c lo se  t o  th e  number o f  rooms t h a t  th e  s u b je c t  t o l d  th e  in te rv ie w e r  
he shou ld  h a v e . We a re  nev er t e r r i b l y  a c c u ra te ,  b u t we u s u a l ly  f in d  th a t  
some e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  a re  more a c c u ra te  th a n  o th e r s .  Now i f  we have 
s e v e r a l  p o s s ib le  v a r ia b le s  w hich we th in k  may be th e  t r u e  e x p la n a to ry  
v a r ia b le s ,  we sim p ly  t r y  them  o u t in  th e  e q u a t io n  t o  see w hich a re  th e  
most a c c u r a te .  We th e n  assume t h a t  th e  most a c c u ra te  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  
a re  th e  ones t h a t  a re  most im p o rtan t in  e x p la in in g  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  th e  num­
b e r  o f  rooms peop le  f e e l  th e y  sh o u ld  h av e . T hat i s  th e  b a s ic  id e a  b eh ind  
r e g r e s s io n  a n a ly s i s .
New c o n s ta n ts  a re  d e r iv e d  f o r  each  s e t  o f  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  t h a t  
a re  u sed  in  th e  e q u a t io n .  C o n s tan ts  a re  d e r iv e d  so as t o  m inim ize th e  
d is c re p a n c y  betw een number o f  rooms sh o u ld  have, as c a lc u la te d  from  th e  
e q u a tio n , and th e  a c tu a l  number o f  rooms w hich th e  s u b je c t  t o l d  th e  i n t e r ­
v iew er he shou ld  h av e . A c tu a lly , we m inim ize th e  "av erag e"  d isc re p a n c y  
o ver th e  whole p o p u la tio n  o f  s u b je c t s .
There a re  s e v e r a l  ways one co u ld  m easure th e  "av erag e"  d is c re p a n c y .
The method commonly u sed  i s  t o  c a lc u la te  th e  " v a r i a n c e o f  th e  d i s c r e p ­
ancy o f  each  s u b je c t .  T h is  i s  c a l le d  th e  "u n ex p la in ed "  v a r ia n c e  because 
i t  r e p re s e n ts  th e  deg ree  o f  inadequacy  o f  th e  assumed s e t  o f  e x p la n a to ry  
v a r i a b le s .  A v e ry  sm a ll u n ex p la in ed  v a r ia n c e  in d ic a te s  t h a t  th e  assumed 
s e t  o f  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  i s  e i t h e r  th e  t r u e  s e t ,  o r  e l s e  i s  h ig h ly  
c o r r e l a te d  t o  th e  tru e  s e t .  A la rg e  u n e x p la in e d  v a r ia n c e  in d ic a te s  t h a t  
some o f  th e  t r u e  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  have been  ex c lu d ed  from  th e  e q u a t io n .
■ ^"V ariance" i s  a common s t a t i s t i c a l  m easure o f  th e  amount o f  v a r i a b i l i t y  
in  a s e t  o f  num bers.
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There i s  an  up p er l i m i t  t o  th e  u n ex p la in ed  v a r ia n c e ,  and i t  i s  e q u a l 
t o  th e  t o t a l  v a r ia n c e  o f  th e  dependent v a r i a b l e .  The d i f f e r e n c e  betw een 
t h i s  t o t a l  v a r ia n c e  and th e  u n ex p la in ed  v a r ia n c e  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  a  p a r t i c ­
u l a r  s e t  o f  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  i s  c a l le d  th e  "e x p la in e d "  v a r ia n c e  o f  
t h a t  s e t  o f  e x p la n a to ry  v a r i a b l e s .  We u s u a l ly  speak  o f  th e  " p e rc e n t o f 
e x p la in e d  v a r ia n c e "  w hich i s  sim ply :
. n . , . t o t a l  v a r ia n c e  — u n e x p la in e d  v a r ia n c e s .f  e x p la in e d  v a r ia n c e  = ------------------------------------ £---------------------------
t o t a l  v a r ia n c e
The h ig h e r  th e  f  e x p la in e d  v a r ia n c e ,  th e  more l i k e l y  t h a t  ou r assumed s e t  
o f  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  i s  th e  t r u e  s e t ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  h ig h ly  c o r r e la te d  
w ith  th e  t r u e  s e t .
I f  we a re  u s in g  a  s e t  o f  two e x p la n a to ry  v a r i a b le s ,  we may w ish  to  
e x p la in  as much v a r ia n c e  as p o s s ib le  w ith  o n ly  one o f  them  in  th e  e q u a tio n , 
and th e n ,  as a second " s t e p ,"  see how much a d d i t io n a l  v a r ia n c e  can  be 
e x p la in e d  by u s in g  b o th  in  th e  e q u a tio n  to g e th e r .  T h is  p ro ced u re  i s  c a l le d  
"s tep w ise"  r e g r e s s io n .
Now t h a t  th e  b a s ic  id e a s  b eh in d  r e g r e s s io n  a n a ly s i s  have been  e x p la in e d , 
we may p roceed  t o  th e  a c tu a l  a n a ly s i s .  The dependen t v a r ia b le  we a re  t r y ­
in g  t o  e x p la in  i s  th e  s iz e  o f  th e  home s u b je c ts  f e e l  th e y  shou ld  h a v e . 
A c tu a lly  we w i l l  be u s in g  two s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  dependen t v a r ia b le s :
( l )  th e  number o f  t o t a l  rooms th e  s u b je c t  f e e l s  he sh o u ld  have to  p ro p e r ly  
ta k e  ca re  o f  h i s  fa m ily  (n o t c o u n tin g  bathroom s and h a l l s )  — t h i s  w i l l  be 
den o ted  t o t a l  rooms shou ld  h ave , and (2 ) th e  number o f  bedrooms he f e e l s  
he shou ld  have t o  p ro p e r ly  ta k e  c a re  o f  h i s  fa m ily  — den o ted  number o f 
bedrooms sh o u ld  h a v e . Both a re  m easures o f  th e  s iz e  o f  th e  home he f e e l s  
he sh o u ld  have, and th e y  a re  h ig h ly  c o r r e l a t e d .
We w i l l  u se  f iv e  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s :  ( l )  an n u a l income o f  th e  
household., (2 ) th e  a re a  o f  re s id e n c e  o f  th e  s u b je c t ,  (3 ) th e  number o f  
t o t a l  rooms (n o t c o u n tin g  bathroom s and h a l l s )  t h a t  th e  s u b je c t  has a t  
th e  p re s e n t  tim e — d en o ted  t o t a l  rooms a t  p r e s e n t ,  (4 ) th e  number o f  
bedrooms th e  s u b je c t  has a t  th e  p re s e n t  tim e — deno ted  number o f  bedrooms 
a t  p r e s e n t , and (5 ) th e  t o t a l  number o f  peop le  i n  th e  h o u se h o ld . These 
e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  a re  n o t in d e p e n d e n t; th e y  a re  a l l  p o s i t i v e ly  i n t e r ­
c o r r e l a t e d .  T h e re fo re  c a u t io n  must be used  in  draw ing in fe re n c e s  from 
th e  r e g r e s s io n  r e s u l t s .
The s i t u a t i o n  o f  an  e l d e r ly  fa m ily  w ith  a  low r e t i r e m e n t  income i s  
v e ry  d i f f e r e n t  from  th e  s i t u a t i o n  o f  a y o u rg e r fa m ily  w ith  th e  same incom e. 
T h e re fo re  h o u seho lds in  w hich th e  head i s  age 65 o r  o ld e r  have been  exc lu d ed  
from  th e  a n a ly s i s .  O ther f a m i l ie s  were e x c lu d ed  because  some p o r t io n  o f 
th e  d a ta  needed f o r  th e  r e g r e s s io n  was m iss in g  -  u s u a l ly  incom e. T h ere­
f o r e ,  th e  r e g r e s s io n  i s  b ased  on 183 h o u seh o ld s , a l l  w ith  th e  head below 
age 65, w ith  abou t b-GfJ, l i v in g  in  Cam brian Park  and th e  r e s t  in  Downtown.
The f i r s t  s te p  in  th e  a n a ly s i s  i s  t o  ru n  each  o f  th e  e x p la n a to ry  
v a r ia b le s ,  one a t  a  t im e , a g a in s t  b o th  o f  th e  dependen t v a r i a b le s .  The 
r e s u l t s  a re  d is p la y e d  in  F ig u re  18 . Note t h a t  t o t a l  rooms a t  p re s e n t  i s  
more e f f e c t iv e  th a n  number o f  bedrooms a t  p re s e n t  in  e x p la in in g  v a r ia n c e  
when th e  dependen t v a r ia b le  i s  t o t a l  rooms sh o u ld  h a v e . I f  we use b o th  
t o t a l  rooms a t  p re s e n t  and number o f  bedrooms a t  p re s e n t  to g e th e r  in  th e  
r e g r e s s io n  (w ith  t o t a l  rooms sh o u ld  have as th e  dependen t v a r ia b le )  th e n  
we o n ly  e x p la in  I f  more v a r ia n c e  th a n  th e  hkf  e x p la in e d  by t o t a l  rooms a t  
p re s e n t  a lo n e .  S im i la r ly ,  i f  we use b o th  o f  th o se  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  
to g e th e r  in  th e  r e g r e s s io n  w ith  number o f  bedrooms sh o u ld  have as th e
Dependent v a r ia b le s :
TOTAL ROOMS SHOULD HAVE MJMBER OF BEDROOMS SHOULD HAVE
E x p lan a to ry  v a r ia b le :  P e rc e n t E x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le :  P e rc e n t
Figure 18. Explanatory Variables Regressed Cne at a Time.
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dependent v a r ia b le ,  we e x p la in  l e s s  th a n  I f  more v a r ia n c e  th a n  th e  32$ 
e x p la in e d  by u s in g  number o f  bedrooms a t  p re s e n t  a lo n e . We w i l l  th e r e f o r e  
assume t h a t  th e s e  two e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  have n e g l ig ib le  in d ep en d en t e f ­
f e c t s .  They w i l l  be i n t e r p r e te d  as two s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  in d i c a to r s  o f  th e  
same th in g :  s iz e  o f  home a t  p r e s e n t .  T h e re fo re  i n  th e  rem a in d er o f  th e  
a n a ly s is  number o f  bedrooms a t  p re s e n t  w i l l  n o t be used  when t o t a l  rooms 
shou ld  have i s  th e  dependent v a r ia b le ,  and t o t a l  rooms a t  p re s e n t  w i l l  no t 
be used  when number o f  bedrooms shou ld  have i s  th e  dependent v a r i a b le .
The r e s u l t s  we o b ta in e d  in  p re v io u s  s e c t io n s  o f  t h i s  p ap er used  num­
b e r  o f  peop le  i n  th e  househo ld  as  a  c o n t ro l  v a r i a b l e . F o llow ing  t h a t  p ro ­
ced u re , th e  rem ain d er o f  t h i s  a n a ly s i s  w i l l  be b ased  on s tep w ise  r e g re s s io n  
in  w hich th e  f i r s t  step  e x p la in s  v a r ia n c e  a s s o c ia te d  w ith  number o f  peop le 
in  th e  h o u se h o ld . We w i l l  th e n  an a ly ze  th e  rem ain in g  v a r ia n c e  u s in g  th e  
o th e r  e x p la n a to ry  v a r i a b le s .
F ig u re  19 shows th e  a d d i t io n a l  p e rc e n ta g e  o f  v a r ia n c e  e x p la in e d  by each
F ig u re  19• T w o-step  R e g re ss io n  W ith th e  F i r s t  S te p  C o n tro l l in g  For
V ariance Due t o  Number o f  People in  H ousehold . The A d d itio n a l 
V ariance E x p la in ed  By Each o f  th e  O ther E x p la n a to ry  V a r ia b le s ,  
R egressed  in  th e  Second S te p , I s  G iven Below.
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TOTAL ROOMS SHOULD HAVE NUMBER OF BEDROOMS SHOULD HAVE
P e rc e n t 
a d d i t io n a l  
e x p la in e d  
v a r ia n c e :
11
51
51
E x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le ¡
number o f  bedrooms a t  
p re s e n t :
a re a :
income:
P e rc e n t
a d d i t io n a l
e x p la in e d
v a r ia n c e :
26?
131 
121
E x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le :
t o t a l  rooms a t  p re s e n t
a re a :
income:
e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le  a f t e r  c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  number o f  peop le  in  th e  hou se­
h o ld . The ta b le  shows th e  r e s u l t s  o f  s ix  r e g re s s io n s  — th r e e  f o r  each  o f  
th e  dependent v a r i a b le s .  Each r e g r e s s io n  was done in  two s te p s  w ith  
number o f  peop le  in  th e  househo ld  e n te r e d  f i r s t ,  and th e n  s iz e  o f  home, 
o r  a r e a , o r  income e n te re d  second . We s e e , f o r  exam ple, t h a t  t o t a l  rooms 
a t  p re s e n t  acc o u n ts  f o r  an a d d i t io n a l  26 f  o f  th e  v a r ia n c e  in d e p e n d e n tly  o f 
number o f  peop le  in  th e  h o u se h o ld . The r e s u l t s  in  F ig u re  19 show t h a t ,  
c o n t r o l l in g  f o r  number o f  peop le  in  th e  h o u seh o ld , th e  s iz e  o f  th e  home 
(a s  m easured by t o t a l  rooms a t  p re s e n t  and number o f  bedrooms a t  p r e s e n t ) 
e x p la in s  more v a r ia n c e  th a n  e i t h e r  a re a  o r  incom e.
T h is  a n a ly s is  i s  co m p lica ted  by th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  
a re  a l l  p o s i t i v e ly  i n t e r c o r r e l a t e d .  People i n  Cam brian Parle have h ig h e r  
incomes and l a r g e r  homes th a n  peop le  Downtown. T h is  r a i s e s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  
t h a t  th e  v a r ia n c e  e x p la in e d  by a re a  and income may be s p u r io u s . T hat i s ,  
i t  may sim ply  be due t o  th e  f a c t  t h a t  a re a  and income a re  c o r r e l a te d  t o
the s iz e  o f the home, which i s  the major source o f  v a r ia n ce . We may check 
t h is  p o s s ib i l i t y  u s in g  a th ree  s tep  re g re ss io n  where the f i r s t  s tep  removes 
va rian ce  due to  number o f  people in  the household , the second step  removes 
a d d it io n a l va rian ce  due to  the s iz e  o f the home, and the t h i r d  s tep  attempts 
to  remove any a d d it io n a l va r ian ce  which i s  a sso c ia te d  w ith  income o r a re a . 
(They are en tered  to g e th e r in  the t h i r d  s te p .)  Fo r e it h e r  dependent v a r ­
ia b le ,  o n ly  about 1$ o f the va rian ce  i s  s o le ly  re la te d  t o  income and a re a . 
That i s ,  i f  we f i r s t  take  in to  account the e f fe c t s  a sso c ia te d  w ith  number 
o f people in  the household and s iz e  o f the home, then  income and area have 
n e g lig ib le  e f f e c t s .
T h is  a n a ly s is  puts us in  a good p o s it io n  to  eva lua te  the r e la t iv e  
m e rits  o f  the fo u r e xp la n a tio n s  which were suggested a t the beg inn ing  o f 
t h is  s e c t io n . I f  the f i r s t  and/or second ones were p a r t ic u la r ly  im portant 
then  we would expect th a t ,  fo r  a g iven  s iz e  fa m ily ,  most o f the va rian ce  
in  the dependent v a r ia b le s  would be exp la in ed  by income d if fe re n c e s  be­
tween su b je c ts . The t h i r d  e xp la n a t io n  re q u ire s  th a t  a major p ro p o rt io n  
o f  the va r ian ce  be exp la in ed  by area d if fe re n c e s .  We have ju s t  seen th a t  
income and area are the le a s t  e f f e c t iv e  v a r ia b le s  fo r  e x p la in in g  v a r ia n ce .
The fo u r th  e xp la n a t io n  — th a t  people used to  l iv in g  in  la rg e  homes 
come to  f e e l  th a t  they  shou ld have la r g e r  homes — re q u ire s  th a t ,  fo r  a 
g iven  s iz e  fa m ily ,  most o f  the va r ian ce  in  the dependent v a r ia b le s  be 
exp la in ed  by the s iz e  o f the p resen t home. Measures o f  the s iz e  o f the 
p resent home were indeed the most e f f e c t iv e  e xp lana to ry  v a r ia b le s  (con­
t r o l l i n g  on s iz e  o f  the househo ld), so the fo u r th  e xp la n a t io n  appears to  
be more im portan t than the o the r th re e . In  f a c t ,  the th re e -s te p  reg re ss io n s  
suggest th a t  the o ther e xp lan a tio n s  are ir r e le v a n t ,  a lthough  t h is  r e s u lt  
cou ld  be an a r t i f a c t  due to  the c o r r e la t io n  between the exp lana to ry  v a r ia b le s .
We must em phasize a g a in  t h a t ׳'- th is  s o r t  o f  a n a ly s i s  does n o t prove 
t h a t  any p a r t i c u l a r  e x p la n a tio n  i s  t r u e .  I t  s im ply  makes some ap p ea r more 
l i k e l y  th a n  o th e r s .  I t  i s  alw ays p o s s ib le  t h a t  th e  " r e a l"  e x p la n a tio n  has 
t o t a l l y  escap ed  our a t t e n t i o n ,  and t h a t  th o se  h y p o th e t ic a l  e x p la n a tio n s  
w hich we choose t o  in v e s t ig a te  a re  o n ly  seco n d ary  cau ses  o r  s p u r io u s  e f f e c t s .  
We can , how ever, say  w ith  some a ssu ra n c e  t h a t  w h a tev er th e  " r e a l"  e x p la n ­
a t io n  i s ,  i t  must be c lo s e ly  t i e d  t o  th e  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  we have 
a l re a d y  in v e s t ig a te d  because  th e y  do e x p la in  a v e ry  la rg e  p o r t io n  o f  th e  
t o t a l  v a r ia n c e  o f  th e  dependent v a r i a b le s .  We have "e x p la in e d "  62 f o f 
th e  v a r ia n c e  o f  t o t a l  number o f  rooms shou ld  h av e , and 66# o f  th e  v a r ia n c e  
o f  number o f  bedrooms sh o u ld  h a v e . A la rg e  p o r t io n  o f  what rem ains unex­
p la in e d  i s  e r r o r  v a r ia n c e  due t o  i n t r i n s i c  in a c c u ra c ie s  o f  th e  measurement 
s i t u a t i o n .
VI. D is sa tis fa c tio n .
Which people are most d is s a t is f ie d  w ith  t h e ir  housing? Is  i t  the 
overcrowded, the aged, or those w ith  no f r ie n d s  in  the neighborhood?
We asked  re sp o n d e n ts  te n  s e p a ra te  q u e s tio n s  abou t p o s s ib le  d i s s a t i s ­
f a c t io n  w ith  t h e i r  homes and n e ig h b o rh o o d s. These a re  l i s t e d  in  F ig u re  
20 a long  w ith  a m a tr ix  w hich in d ic a te s  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  betw een th e s e  mea­
s u re s ,  ta k e n  two a t  a  t im e . The m easures a re  a l l  i n t e r c o r r e l a t e d  — p a r t i ­
c u l a r ly  e ig h t  o f  th e  te n  (e x c lu d in g  f a i r n e s s  o f  m onthly  paym ents, and 
adequacy o f  s c h o o ls . )  T hat i s ,  s u b je c ts  who gave a d i s s a t i s f i e d  resp o n se  
t o  one o f  th e s e  e ig h t  q u e s tio n s  were l i k e l y  t o  have a ls o  g iv e n  d i s s a t i s ­
f i e d  re sp o n se s  t o  one o r  more o f  th e  o th e r  sev en . Thus o f  th e  225 
s u b je c ts  who gave a t  l e a s t  one d i s s a t i s f i e d  re sp o n s e , 68$ gave a t  l e a s t  
one more, 4 l$  gave a t  l e a s t  two more, and 4$ gave a t  l e a s t  f iv e  more 
d i s s a t i s f i e d  re sp o n se s  t o  th e  e ig h t  q u e s t io n s .
The percentages o f  su b je c ts  g iv in g  m u lt ip le  d is s a t is f a c t io n  responses 
i s  g re a te r  than  would be expected by chance (u s ing  a b inom al d is t r ib u t io n ) .  
We t e n t a t iv e ly  conclude, then , th a t  some people are g e n e ra lly  d is s a t is f ie d ,  
and t h e ir  d is s a t is f a c t io n  i s  m an ifested  on a wide v a r ie t y  o f  questions about 
t h e ir  homes and neighborhoods. C e r ta in ly  th e re  are a ls o  s p e c i f ic  reasons 
why one in d iv id u a l may be most d is s a t is f ie d  w ith  the garbage c o l le c t io n  
w h ile  another person i s  most d is s a t is f ie d  w ith  the  fa irn e s s  o f h is  month­
l y  home payments. (Fo r example, people w ith  high monthly payments are more 
l i k e l y  to  f in d  them u n fa ir  than  people w ith  low monthly payments.) But 
over and above these s p e c if ic  com p la in ts , many o f  the respondents appear 
t o  have a g e n e ra liz e d  o r ie n ta t io n  o f d is s a t is f a c t io n . In  the remainder 
o f  t h is  a n a ly s is ,  we w i l l  not be concerned w ith  the causes o f  any one
Figure 20. C orrelation Matrix o f Ten Measures o f D is sa t is fa c t io n .
Ten M easures o f  D i s s a t i s f a c t i o n :
1 , I s  th e r e  a n y th in g  e l s e  (o th e r  th a n  more rooms) you f e e l  you shou ld  
have to  p ro p e r ly  ta k e  c a re  o f  your fam ily ?
2 . I s  th e re  a n y th in g  you p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i s l i k e  abou t t h i s  neighborhood?
3• Do you f e e l  t h a t  you and your h isb an d  (w ife )  have enough p r iv a c y  from  
th e  r e s t  o f  th e  fam ily ?
4 . Do you f in d  t h i s  home g e n e r a l ly  s a t i s f a c t o r y  t o  p ro p e r ly  ta k e  c a re  
o f  you r fam ily ?
5• I s  th e  garbage c o l l e c t io n  s a t i s f a c to r y ?
6 . Do you f e e l  t h a t  th e  c i t y  governm ent i s  do ing  enough t o  p ro v id e  d ecen t 
l i v in g  c o n d it io n s  f o r  th e  p eop le  o f  San Jo se ?
7• Do you f e e l  t h a t  law  en fo rcem en t in  t h i s  neighborhood i s  e f f e c t iv e ?
8 . Do you f in d  th e  p u b lic  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  adeq u a te  h e re ?
9• Do you c o n s id e r  (y o u r m onthly  home paym ents) a  f a i r  amount?
10. Do you th in k  th e  l o c a l  sc h o o ls  a re  ad eq u a te?
C o r r e la t io n  M a tr ix :
"x" d e s ig n a te s  t h a t  th e  two m easures a re  c o r r e l a te d  a t  th e  .001 
l e v e l  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e .
M easure number:
2 . 3• 4 . 5 . 6 .  7 . 8 . 9• 10.
x
x
Measure
number:
p a r t i c u l a r  m easure o f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  b u t  in s te a d  we w i l l  lo o k  f o r  cau ses  
o f  th e  g e n e ra l  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Toward • th a t end , we w i l l  
conbine th e  e ig h t  m easures o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  t h a t  a re  m ost c lo s e ly  i n t e r ­
c o r r e la te d  (numbers 1 th ro u g h  8 i n  F ig u re  20) in to  a sc& le o f  g e n e ra l  
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  An in d i v id u a l 's  sco re  on t h i s  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  s c a le  w i l l  
be th e  number o f d i s s a t i s f i e d  re sp o n se s  he gave t o  th e s e  e ig h t  q u e s t io n s .  
Thus a low sco re  in d ic a te s  l i t t l e  g e n e ra l iz e d  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w h ile  a 
h ig h  sco re  in d ic a te s  s u b s t a n t i a l  g e n e ra l iz e d  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .
Not s u r p r i s in g ly ,  th e  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  s c a le  c o r r e l a t e s  w ith  o th e r  
in d ic a to r s  o f  a p e s s im is t ic  o u tlo o k . Thus, p eop le  who sco re  h ig h  on 
t h a t  s c a le  a re  most l i k e l y  to th in k  t h a t  i f  th e y  d e c id e d  t o  move now, th e y  
would have t r o u b le  f in d in g  a  p la c e  th e y  co u ld  a f f o r d ;  and th e y  do no t 
ex p e c t t o  s ta y  a t  t h e i r  p re s e n t  re s id e n c e  to o  lo n g .
We have a tte m p te d  t o  c o r r e l a t e  a la rg e  number o f  v a r ia b le s  w ith  th e  
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  s c a le .  The r e s u l t s  a re  summarized in  F ig u re  21 where 
v a r ia b le s  a re  l i s t e d  in  th r e e  g ro u p s: ( l )  th o se  w hich c o r r e l a t e  w ith  d i s ­
s a t i s f a c t i o n  a t  th e  .001 l e v e l  o f  s ig n if ic a n c e  o r  h ig h e r  — th e s e  a re  
v e ry  r e l i a b l e  c o r r e l a t i o n s ;  (2 )  th o se  w hich c o r r e l a t e  w ith  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
a t  l e a s t  a t  th e  .05 l e v e l  o f  s ig n i f i c a n c e ,  b u t no t a t  th e  .001 l e v e l  — 
th e se  a re  m o d e ra te ly  r e l i a b l e  c o r r e l a t i o n s ;  and (3 )  th o se  w hich a re  un­
c o r r e la te d  w ith  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .
I f  we lo o k  a t  th e  l a s t  g roup  f i r s t ,  we f in d  t h a t  m easures o f  m a te r ia l  
w e ll  b e in g  (number o f  rooms in  th e  home, incom e) a re  u n c o r r e la te d .  Member­
s h ip  in  a m in o r i ty  group  and re s id e n c e  in  th e  Downtown a re a  a re  b o th  u n re ­
l a t e d  t o  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  Number o f  f r ie n d s  in  th e  neighborhood — a 
m easure o f  s o c ia l  i n t e g r a t i o n  — i s  a l s o  u n r e la te d .
Three ty p e s  o f  v a r ia b le s  showed h ig h ly  s ig n i f i c a n t  ( .0 0 1 )  c o r r e l a t i o n s
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Figure 21. Variables Correlated With the D is sa t is fa c t io n  Scale
G en era l t r e n d s :
T here i s  more d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
among th e  young.
V a r ia b le s  c o r r e la te d  a t  th e  
.001 l e v e l  o f  s ig n if ic a n c e :
Age o f  head o f  h o u seh o ld .
Age o f  re sp o n d e n t.
Members o f  househo ld  a re  u n re la te d  
(m ain ly  c o l le g e  s tu d e n t s ) .
Number o f  peop le  in  th e  home age 65 
o r o ld e r .
Those who a re  d i s s a t i s f i e d  
do n o t have as much as th e y  
f e e l  th e y  sh o u ld  h a v e .
T here i s  more d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
in  homes w ith  l a r g e r  numbers 
o f  p eop le  and more crow ding .
Number o f rooms shou ld  have minus —
number o f  rooms do h av e .
Number o f  bedrooms shou ld  have minus 
number o f  bedrooms do h a v e .
Number o f  peop le  in  th e  home. ־~
Number age 18 o r  younger.
Number o f  sch o o l c h i ld r e n .
Number o f  peop le  d iv id e d  by number o f  room s. 
Number o f  peop le  d iv id e d  by number o f  bedroom s.
People who l i k e  th e  n e ig h b o r­
hood a re  more s a t i s f i e d .
People who have l iv e d  in  th e  
home lo n g e r  te n d  t o  be more 
s a t i s f i e d .
People who a l re a d y  own t h e i r  
own home a re  most s a t i s f i e d  
th a n  peop le  who a re  c u r r e n t ly  
buy ing  o r  r e n t in g .
People in v o lv e d  in  s o c i a l  o r ­
g a n iz a t io n s  o r  chu rches a re  
more s a t i s f i e d .
V a r ia b le s  c o r r e la te d  a t  th e  
■05 l e v e l  o f  s ig n i f ic a n c e :
I s  th e re  an y th in g  you l i k e  abou t th e  
neighborhood?
How long  lias you r fa m ily  l iv e d  h ere  
( in  th e  same home)?
Are you buy ing  o r  r e n t in g  th e  home?
Do you a t te n d  a  community s o c ia l  o rg a n iz a t io n  
o r  a l o c a l  church?
S ize  o f  home and income make 
no d i f f e r e n c e .
No r e l a t i o n .
No r e l a t i o n .
No r e l a t i o n .
U n c o rre la te d  v a r ia b le s :  
Number o f  rooms in  th e  home. 
Number o f  bedrooms in  th e  home. 
Incom e.
E th n ic i ty  (M-A o r w h ite  non-M-A)
Number o f  n e ig h b o rin g  f a m i l ie s  who a re  f r i e n d s .  
A rea.
w ith  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The f i r s t  ty p e  were a g e - r e la te d  v a r i a b l e s ;  younger 
peop le  te n d ed  to  be more d i s s a t i s f i e d .  The second ty p e  had t o  do w ith  
number o f  peop le  i n  th e  home and deg ree  o f  crow ding ; d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  i n ­
c re a s e s  w ith  crow ding . The t h i r d  ty p e  o f  v a r ia b le  was th e  d is c re p a n c y  
betw een th e  number o f  rooms (bedroom s) w hich s u b je c ts  th o u g h t th e y  shou ld  
have and th e  number th e y  d id  h ave . These two d is c re p a n c y  v a r ia b le s  showed 
h ig h e r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w ith  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  th a n  any o th e r  v a r ia b le s  in  
F ig u re  21.
A lthough s e v e r a l  o f  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  o f  F ig u re  21 were ex tre m e ly  s i g ­
n i f i c a n t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y ,  none o f  them  were v e ry  h ig h . In  o rd e r  t o  f in d  
o u t j u s t  how much o f  th e  v a r i a t i o n  in  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  we co u ld  e x p la in ,  we 
used  th e  v a r ia b le s  in  F ig u re  21 as  e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  in  a  r e g re s s io n  
a n a ly s is  w ith  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  as  th e  dependent v a r i a b l e . The d is c re p a n c y  
in  rooms ( sh o u ld  have minus d id  h a v e ) e x p la in e d  Ik*  o f  th e  v a r ia n c e  by 
i t s e l f .  D isc rep an cy  in  room s, p lu s  age o f  th e  head  o f th e  househo ld  ( th e  
o ld e r  th e  head th e  l e s s  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n ) ,  e x p la in e d  l 8 f  to g e th e r .  I f  we 
th e n  add th e  crow ding v a r ia b le s ,  we g e t  v e ry  l i t t l e  a d d i t io n a l  e x p la in e d  
v a r ia n c e .  U sing a l l  o f  th e  v a r ia b le s  in  F ig u re  21, we were o n ly  a b le  t o  
e x p la in  23<r o f  th e  v a r ia n c e  in  th e  s c a le  o f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  We a re  c l e a r ­
l y  m iss in g  some c r u c i a l  e x p la n a to ry  v a r i a b le s .
The d is c re p a n c y  v a r ia b le s  were d e f in e d  so  t h a t  th e y  to o k  a v a lu e  o f  ze ro  
w henever number o f  rooms (bedroom s) sh o u ld  have minus number o f  rooms 
(bedroom s) d id  h ave , would have been  a n e g a tiv e  number. U sing K e n d a l l 's  
Tau as a m easure o f  a s s o c ia t io n ,  th e  c o r r e l a t i o n s  betw een d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
and e i t h e r  o f  th e  d is c re p a n c y  v a r ia b le s  was abou t .2 6 . The c o r r e la t io n s  
betw een d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  and number o f  rooms (o r  bedroom s) d id  have were 
b o th  i n s i g n i f i c a n t .  There was a .09  c o r r e l a t i o n  betw een d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
and number o f  rooms shou ld  have ( s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  .01  l e v e l ) ,  and a 
•lU c o r r e l a t i o n  betw een d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  and number o f  bedrooms shou ld  
have ( s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  .001 l e v e l ) .
1 . P h y s ic a l S t r u c tu r e s .
F or a g iv e n  number o f  peop le  i n  th e  h o u seh o ld , th e  ־upper-m idd le-incom e 
r e s id e n t s  o f  Cam brian Park  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  have more ro t ms and bedrooms 
th a n  th e  low-incom e r e s id e n t s  o f  Downtown f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  h av e . Among 
th e  Downtown r e s id e n t s ,  M exican-A m ericans had th e  lo w e s t p e rc e p tio n s  c f  
th e  number o f  rooms and bedrooms th e y  sh o u ld  h a v e .
Homes in  Cam brian a re  g e n e r a l ly  much l a r g e r  th a n  th o se  Downtown, 
however, i f  we ta k e  in to  accoun t th e  number o f  peop le  l i v in g  in  th e  homes 
and speak  in  te rm s o f  "crow ding" (number o f  peop le  p e r  room ), th e n  th e  
e l d e r ly  r e s id e n t s  o f  Downtown tu r n  ou t to  be th e  l e a s t  crow ded, fo llo w ed  
by th e  Downtown w h ite  non-M exican-A m erican, th e  Cam brian Park  r e s id e n t s ,  
and th e n  th e  Downtown M exican-A m ericans who a re  th e  m ost crow ded.
We in q u ire d  w hich a re a  o r  c o h o rt was m ost d e p riv e d  r e l a t i v e  t o  what 
th e y  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  have ? Our m easure o f  " d e p r iv a tio n "  was th e  number o f 
rooms a s u b je c t  f e l t  he shou ld  have minus th e  number o f  rooms he d id  h a v e . 
Downtown M exican-A m ericans were th e  most " d e p r iv e d ,"  fo llo w ed  by Downtown 
w h ite  non-M exican-A m ericans, th e n  Cambrian Park  r e s id e n t s ,  and th e n  th e  
Downtown e l d e r ly .
2 . Ne ig h b o rh o o d s .
We exam ined s u b je c t s '  p e rc e p tio n s  o f  th e  neighborhoods around t h e i r  
homes. The m ajor f a c to r s  w hich s u b je c t s  th e m se lv es  c o n s id e r  t o  be in v o lv ed  
in  l i k in g  neighborhoods a re  q u ie t  and p r iv a c y , good s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  
th e  n e ig h b o rs , and convenience o f  lo c a t io n .  The m ajor f a c to r s  th e y  f e l t  
were in v o lv ed  in  d i s l i k in g  neighborhoods a re  busy  t r a f f i c ,  bad s o c ia l  r e l a ­
t i o n s  w ith  n e ig h b o rs , and la c k  o f  q u ie t  and p r iv a c y .  They do n o t c o n s id e r
VII. Summary o f Major Findings
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p u b lic  s e rv ic e s  t o  be a m ajor f a c to r  in  l i k in g  o f  d i s l i k in g  th e  neighborhood . 
These r e s u l t s  a re  f a i r l y  c o n s i s te n t  betw een Cambrian P ark  and th e  th r e e  
Downtown c o h o r ts .
As a check on a p o r t io n  o f  th e s e  f in d in g s ,  we compared s u b je c ts  w ith  
few and many f r ie n d s  in  th e  neighborhood , and s u b je c t s  who d id  c r  d id  no t 
a t te n d  lo c a l  community o rg a n iz a t io n s ,  t o  see i f  th e y  d i f f e r e d  in  t h e i r  
deg ree  o f  l i k in g  and d i s l i k in g  t h e i r  n e ig h b o rh o o d s. S u b je c ts  w ith  good 
s o c ia l  r e l a t i o n s  d id  indeed  te n d  t o  l i k e  t h e i r  neighborhoods b e t t e r  th a n  
s u b je c ts  w ith  few er f r i e n d s ,  o r  th a n  th o se  who d id  no t a t te n d  lo c a l  o rg an ­
i z a t i o n s .  There were no c o n s is te n t  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  how ever, on d i s l i k in g  o f 
th e  neighborhood . Thus, we have a v e ry  c o n s is te n t  f in d in g  t h a t  good s o c ia l  
r e l a t i o n s  le a d s  t o  l i k in g  o f  th e  ne ighborhood , b u t th e  d e te rm in a n ts  o f 
d i s l i k in g  a re  l e s s  c l e a r .
/
3 . !׳That acc o u n ts  f o r  th e  D iffe ren ce s?
I t  i s  obvious t h a t  a l a r g e r  fa m ily  needs a l a r g e r  home. We were con­
cerned  h ere  w ith  a d d i t io n a l  f a c to r s  beyond fa m ily  s iz e  w hich e x p la in  d i f ­
fe re n c e s  in  th e  number o f  rooms and bedrooms w hich s u b je c ts  p e rc e iv e  th e y  
shou ld  have t o  p ro p e r ly  ta k e  c a re  o f  t h e i r  fa m ily . E x p la n a tio n s  based  
d i r e c t l y  on income o r  a re a  d i f f e r e n c e s  were d e c i s iv e ly  e l im in a te d .  The 
most l i k e l y  e x p la n a tio n ,  ac c o rd in g  to  t h i s  a n a ly s i s ,  i s  t h a t  peop le  used  
t o  l i v in g  in  la rg e  homes come t o  f e e l  t h a t  th e y  sh o u ld  have r e l a t i v e l y  
la rg e  homes, w h ile  peop le  used  t o  l i v in g  in  s m a lle r  homes come t o  f e e l  
t h a t  th e y  shou ld  have r e l a t i v e l y  sm a ll homes. Two v a r ia b le s  — s iz e  o f  th e  
p re s e n t  home, and number o f  peop le  in  th e  h o u seh o ld , e x p la in e d  abou t 65$ 
o f th e  v a r ia n c e  in  th e  s iz e  home s u b je c ts  f e l t  th e y  sh o u ld  h a v e . G iven 
th e  la rg e  u n ex p la in ed  v a r ia n c e  t o  be e x p ec ted  from  i n t r i n s i c  u n c e r t a in t ie s
o f our m easurem ents, i t  ap p ea rs  t h a t  th e s e  two v a r ia b le s  a re  th e  m a jo r, i f  
n o t th e  o n ly , f a c to r s  d e te rm in in g  th e  s iz e  home s u b je c ts  f e e l  th e y  shou ld  
h a v e .
4 . D is s a t i s f a c t io n .
Many re sp o n d e n ts  appea r t o  have a  g e n e ra l  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
w hich m a n ife s te d  i t s e l f  on s e v e r a l  q u e s tio n s  abou t t h e i r  homes and n e ig h ­
b o rh o o d s. S e v e ra l v a r ia b le s  w hich one m ight i n i t a l l y  th in k  would be a s s o c ­
ia t e d  w ith  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  were n o t a s s o c ia te d  w ith  i t .  M easures o f m a te r ia l  
w e ll  b e in g  ( s iz e  o f  home, incom e), number o f  n e ig h b o rin g  f a m i l ie s  who a re  
f r ie n d s ,  m in o r ity  group  m em bership, and re s id e n c e  in  a low-incom e a re a  were 
a l l  u n re la te d  t o  our s c a le  o f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  The th r e e  ty p e s  o f  v a r ia b le s  
showing th e  most s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  w ere th o se  a s s o c ­
i a t e d  w ith  age ( th e r e  i s  more d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  among th e  y o ung); th o se  
a s s o c ia te d  w ith  number o f  peop le  in  th e  home, and overcrow ding ( th e r e  i s  
more d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  in  overcrow ded c o n d i t io n s ) ;  and most im p o r ta n t , th o se  
showing a d is c re p a n c y  betw een th e  s iz e  home a s u b je c t  f e e l s  he shou ld  have 
and th e  s iz e  home he a c t u a l l y  has ( th e  l e s s  he h a s , r e l a t i v e  t o  what he 
th in k s  he sh o u ld  have, th e  more d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n ) .  A H to g e th e r  th e se  
v a r ia b le s  e x p la in e d  o n ly  23^ o f  th e  v a r ia n c e  i n  th e  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  
s c a le ,  so  we a re  m iss in g  some im p o rta n t e x p la n a to ry  v a r i a b le s .
V III. D iscu ssion .
A p p lie d  s o c ia l  re sea rch  s u ffe rs  from a l l  the problems o f "pure" r e ­
search p lu s  one more: Readers o f  the f in a l  re p o rt  g e n e ra lly  have p re ­
conce ived views o f what c o n s t itu te s  good and bad s o c ia l  p o l ic y ,  and they  
tend to  accentuate resea rch  f in d in g s  which support t h e ir  v iew s, ignore 
those which re fu te  them, and s e le c t iv e ly  in te rp re t  those which cou ld  go 
e it h e r  way. In  the p resen t case, we have the f in d in g  th a t  low-income 
Mexican-Am ericans f e e l  th e y  shou ld  have sm a lle r  homes than  m iddle-income 
people would have f o r  th e n se lv e s . We v is u a l iz e  one group o f c r i t i c s  
ta k in g  t h is  as support f o r  a do -no th ing  housing p o l ic y :  ״They d o n 't  f e e l  
they  need much, so we d o n 't  have to  g ive  them much."
Our own b ia se s  le ad  to  d if f e r e n t  im p lic a t io n s .  The Mexican-Am ericans 
were the most over-crowded group s tu d ie d  he re . Data reviewed a t the be­
g inn ing  o f t h is  paper in d ic a te d  th a t  they  are most l i k e l y  to  have unsound 
housing u n it s .  The fa c t  th a t  th e y  have modest p e rcep tion s  o f t h e ir  own 
housing needs means, to  us, th a t  they  can r e a l i s t i c a l l y  be su pp lie d  w ith  
"a decent home" a t a s u b s ta n t ia l ly  low er co s t than  would be the case i f  
th e y  had m iddle-income e xp e c ta t io n s . The f in d in g  i s ,  to  us, a go-ahead 
ra th e r  than  an impediment to  su b s id ize d  low-income housing . A d d it io n a l ly ,  
when we c o n t ro lle d  fo r  the fa c t  th a t  t h e ir  own pe rce ived  needs were low, 
we found th a t  r e la t iv e  "d e p r iv a t io n "  — what you f e e l  you shou ld  have minus 
what you do have — was g re a te r  fo r  the Mexican-Am ericans than  f o r  any 
o ther group in  the study . I f  a id  i s  to  be a llo c a te d  on the b a s is  o f who 
fe e ls  they  need i t ,  then  low-income Mexican-Am ericans shou ld  re ce ive  
p r io r i t y  f o r  housing a s s is ta n ce .
Our neighborhood f in d in g s  support the w e ll  accepted n o tio n  th a t  good
s o c ia l  r e la t io n s  are a major reason why people l i k e  where th e y  l i  e^.
C r i t i c s  o f  h ig h - r is e  p u b lic  housing have po inted out th a t  o ld  so c ia l׳ t i e s  
are broken when fa m il ie s  are moved from  the slum in t o  new mass housing .
There i s  l i t t l e  o p p o rtu n ity  to  e s ta b l is h  new s o c ia l  l in k s  in  the new 
environm ent. Thus, w h ile  p h y s ic a l su rround ing  improve, s o c ia l  r e la t io n s  
d e te r io ra te .  Out data  suggest, however, th a t  some c r i t i c s  go too  f a r  when 
they  blame t h is  s o c ia l  i s o la t io n  fo r  the gene ra l d is s a t is f a c t io n  and 
a l ie n a t io n  found in  p u b lic  housing . Our s ca le  o f g e n e ra liz e d  d is s a t is f a c ­
t io n  was o n ly  m in im a lly  re la te d  to  measures o f  neighborhood s o c ia l  r e la t io n s .  
We s h a l l  re tu rn  to  t h is  p o in t ,  but f i r s t  i t  i s  worth s p e c ify in g  some o f the 
im p lic a t io n s  o f  our neighborhood f in d in g s  f o r  San J o s e 's  proposed p lan  
to  s c a t te r  low-income housing throughout m iddle-incom e areas o f  the c i t y .
There are c le a r  advantages to  s c a tte re d  housing . Fo r one, schoo ls  
can be in te g ra te d  w ithou t the need f o r  e x ten s ive  bu s in g . But we know th a t 
people tend to  become f r ie n d ly  w ith  o ther people s im i la r  to  them se lves.
One o r two low-income Mexican-Am erican f a m il ie s  would p robab ly  be hard 
pressed to  f in d  many f r ie n d s  among non-Mexican-Am erican m iddle-income 
ne ighbo rs. There fore  i t  would seem w ise to  in su re  th a t  the re  are a t le a s t  
enough low-income f a m il ie s  contiguous to  each o the r so th a t  s o c ia l  c l iq u e s  
can form . I f  p o s s ib le ,  fa m il ie s  who were a lre a d y  f r ie n d ly  cou ld  be moved 
in to  a d jo in in g  homes. I f  t h is  i s  not p r a c t ic a l,  then  the  low-income 
f a m il ie s  shou ld be "so rted " so th a t  those who are to  be ne ighbors w i l l  be 
s im i la r .  Fo r example, a young fa m ily  w ith  sm a ll c h ild re n  would be much 
more l i k e l y  to  become f r ie n d ly  w ith  a s im i la r  young fa m ily  than  w ith  an 
e ld e r ly  coup le . There fo re  i t  would be b e t te r  to  make ne ighbors o f  two 
young fa m il ie s  ra th e r  than  a young one and an e ld e r ly  one.
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Our fin d in g s  em phasize th e  im portance o f  q u ie t  and p r iv a c y .  W hile th e  
r e s id e n t s  o f p u b lic  h ousing  must have o p p o r tu n i t ie s  f o r  making and m ain­
ta in in g  f r i e n d ly  c o n ta c ts  w ith  t h e i r  n e ig h b o rs , th e y  must a l s o  have th e  
o p tio n  o f  w ithd raw ing  from  th e  n e ig h b o rs  in to  th e  • se c lu s io n  o f  t h e i r  own 
home. P re s e n t home d e s ig n s  a re  e v id e n t ly  n o t s u f f i c i e n t  i n  p ro v id in g  q u ie t  
and p r iv a c y  s in c e  t h e i r  la c k  was a  m ajor co m p la in t in  th e  su rv e y .
P erhaps ou r most i n t e r e s t i n g  s e t  o f  f in d in g s  a re  th o se  co n ce rn in g  
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  F i r s t  we found t h a t  many peop le  te n d  t o  have a  g e n e ra l ly  
d i s s a t i s f i e d  o r i e n t a t i o n  w hich m a n ife s ts  i t s e l f  on a wide v a r i e ty  o f  q u es­
t i o n s  abou t t h e i r  ho u sin g  c o n d i t io n s .  S e v e ra l f a c to r s  f r e q u e n t ly  a s s o c ia te d  
w ith  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  and a l i e n a t io n  were no t r e l a t e d  in  th e  p re s e n t  s tu d y . 
Income anri s iz e  o f  home, m in o r ity  g roup  m em bership, number o f  f r ie n d ly  
f a m i l ie s  in  t i e  neighborhood , and re s id e n c e  in  a low-incom e a re a  — a l l  
th e se  showed no s ig n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t .  The th r e e  f a c to r s  w hich were most 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  to  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  were age ( th e  younger a re  more 
d i s s a t i s f i e d ) ,  o vercrow d ing , and th e  d is c re p a n c y  betw een th e  s iz e  home a 
s u b je c t  had and th e  s iz e  home he f e l t  he shou ld  h ave .
The d is c re p a n c y  v a r ia b le s  were most im p ro ta n t . S o c io lo g is ts  have 
o f te n  th e o r iz e d  t h a t  t h i s  s o r t  o f  r e l a t i v e  d e p r iv a t io n  i s  a cause o f  d i s ­
s a t i s f a c t i o n ,  a l i e n a t io n ,  and even  r e b e l l i o n ;  b u t good e m p ir ic a l  su p p o rt 
f o r  th e  h y p o th e s is  i s  u n u su a l.  We have g o tto n  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  e m p ir ic a l  
g r ip  on th e  problem  h e re ,  how ever, and t h i s  ap p ea rs  t o  be th e  most prom­
is in g  d i r e c t i o n  f o r  f u tu r e  r e s e a r c h .  Only a  l i t t l e  o v er 20^ o f  th e  v a r ia n c e  
in  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  has been  e x p la in e d . Some im p o rta n t e x p la n a to ry  v a r ia b le s  
a re  c l e a r ly  m iss in g  from  our a n a ly s i s .  We h y p o th e s iz e  t h a t  th e  m iss in g  
v a r ia b le s  a re  v e ry  s im i la r  t o  th e  d is c re p a n c y  v a r ia b le s  we have a lre a d y  
u sed . The re  a re  many a s p e c ts  o f  l i f e  where a  p e rso n  may o b ta in  s u b s t a n t i a l l y
l e s s  th a n  he th in k s  he shou ld  o b ta in .  His jo b  may n o t pay as  much as he 
f e e l s  he i s  w o rth ; h i s  w ife  may no t t r e a t  him as w e ll  as  he f e e l s  he 
shou ld  be t r e a t e d .  Presum ably th e s e  d is c re p a n c ie s  would h e lp  e x p la in  
g e n e ra l iz e d  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .
I f  th e  l e v e l  o f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  found in  a p o p u la tio n  i s  in d eed  a 
fu n c tio n  o f  th e s e  s e v e r a l  d is c r e p a n c ie s ,  th e n  i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  sp e c ­
u la te  on th e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  a l t e r i n g  t h a t  l e v e l  o f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n .  
V arious p u b lic  p o l i c i e s  m ight have th e  e f f e c t  o f  g e n e r a l ly  in c re a s in g ,  o r 
d e c re a s in g , c e r t a in  d is c r e p a n c ie s .  F or exam ple, some c r i t i c s  m a in ta in  t h a t  
th e  n a t io n a l  "War on P o v erty "  d id  s u b s t a n t i a l  harm by r a i s i n g  e x p e c ta t io n s  
o f  th e  poor w ith o u t f u l l y  d e l iv e r in g  th e  goods. P resum ably th e  in c re a s e d  
d is c re p a n c y  betw een what was ex p ec ted  and what was r e c e iv e d  in c re a s e d  
th e  l e v e l  o f  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  among th e  p o o r. A b e t t e r  u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f 
th e s e  mechanisms m ight a llo w  s o c ia l  p la n n e rs  t o  e l im in a te  s o c i e t a l  d i s ­
s a t i s f a c t i o n  in  th e  same way t h a t  econom ic p la n n e rs  c o n t ro l  i n f l a t i o n  
th ro u g h  m a n ip u la tio n  o f  th e  money flo w . Of c o u rs e , ou r p re s e n t  n a t io n a l  
econom ic p o l i c i e s  em phasize th e  se v e re  dan g ers  t o  t h i s  c o u rse .
APPEN D ICES
Appendix A. D e s c r ip t io n  o f the Study A reas.
The b o u n d a rie s  o f  th e  Downtown a r e a  a re :  Highway 17, t o  Highway 101, 
t o  T ay lo r S t . ,  t o  4 th  S t . ,  t o  Empire S t . ,  t o  1 s t  S t . ,  t o  W ashington S t . ,  
t o  Coyote C reek , t o  S an ta  C la ra  S t . ,  back  t o  1 s t  S t . ,  t o  M arket S t . ,  t o  
A u zera is  A ve., t o  Los G atos C reek , t o  The Alameda, t o  S to ck to n  Ave. ,  back 
t o  Highway 17•
The b o u n d a rie s  o f  th e  Cam brian Park  a re a  a r e :  L eigh  A ve., t o  Dry 
C reek R d ., t o  B ooksin A ve., t o  H i l l s d a le  A ve., t o  Leigh  Ave.
Both a re a s  were s e le c te d  t o  c o in c id e  w ith  r e g u la r  census t r a c t s .  
F ig u re  A -l p r e s e n ts  d a ta  f o r  th e s e  t r a c t s  ( s ix  t r a c t s  in  Downtown, two 
in  Cambrian P ark ) from  th e  1966 s p e c ia l  census o f  S a n ta  C la ra  C ounty.
T his d a ta  was a g g re g a te d  t o  produce F ig u re  3•
% S in g le
Figure A -l. S t a t is t ic a l  data on the San Jose study areas, as of 1966.
Census 19C6 % % % Households Median % fa m ily %
t r a c t popu la­ M exican- % o the r w ith  incomes household Unem­ d w e llin g Owner
No. t io n American Negro Non-white below $4,)00 income ($) p loyed u n its occupied
Downtown area:
A 001 4,194 26.6 3.1 24.7 29.2 5,800 12.1 60.2 47.4
A 002 3,750 19.1 3.0 12.8 34.6 5,600 9.0 43.4 36.2
A 003 3,243 34.3 2.0 3.9 27.7 5,800 9.5 53.4 38.1
A 008 3,358 37.6 1.7 1.7 65.1 2,350 16.0 27.1 17.6
A 010 3,276 27.2 4 .8 8.9 53.9 3,600 11.8 28.9 23.8
A 012 3,453 34.2 5 .1 8.3 52.1 3,800 10.0 61.5 43.1
Cambrian Park Area:
A 029B 7,648 3.9 .6 1.7 4.0 10,200 2.6 96.6 86.9
A 029C 7,357 12% (?)* .3 1.9 2.4 11,200 1.7 97.8 93.7
Source: "Memorandum to Data U sers" ; In fo  No. 326 ; County
o f Santa C la ra  P lann ing  Department; June, 1969.
There i s  reason to  b e lie v e  th a t t h is  o /e rs ta te s  the percentage o f Mexican-Am ericans in  t h is  t r a c t .  The survey 
f a i le d  to  id e n t i f y  ve ry  many Mexican-Am ericans in  e ith e r  t r a c t s  A 0293 or A 029C, and the re  was no prim a fa c ie  
ev idence th a t t r a c t  A 029C con ta ined  any more Ilex ican-Am ericans than the su rround ing  t r a c t s  (which the census 
repo rted  as fo u r o r f iv e  pe rcen t on the average .) The o r ig in a l  source memorandum conta ined  a f ig u re  o f 22% 
M exican-Am ericans in  t r a c t  A 029C, but on check ing  the o r ig in a l  census p r in t -o u ts  t h is  proved to  be an e r ro r  and 
was co rre c te d  to  the p re sen t 12%. But our re cen t experience  in  the t r a c t  suggested th a t t h is  was s t i l l  too h ig h , 
so we contacted  lo c a l  C a th o lic  churches to  o b ta in  in fo rm a tio n  on Mexican-Am erican r e s id e n t ia l  p a tte rn s  in  Cambrian 
Pa rk . T h is  in v e s t ig a t io n  supported our im press ion  th a t t r a c t  A 029C had no h ig he r co n cen tra t io n  o f Mexican-Am ericans 
(and p robab ly  a low er one) than the su rround ing  t r a c t s .  Our own es tim a te  o f the tru e  p ro p o rt io n  o f Ilex ican-Am ericans 
in  the Cambrian Park  study area i s  fo u r to  f iv e  pe rcen t. We thank Fa ther E ss ig  o f S t. F ra n c is  C a b r in i Church fo r  
h is  a s s is ta n ce  in  t h is  m a tte r.
The sample o f  s u b je c ts  was s e le c te d  t o  be f a i r l y  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  o f 
th e  two s tu d y  a r e a s .  We d id  n o t use a s t r i c t l y  random p ro ced u re  because 
o f  l i m i t a t i o n s  on tim e and manpower. In s te a d  we s e le c te d  18 t o  36 s t r e e t  
in t e r s e c t io n s  s c a t t e r e d  th ro u g h o u t each  a r e a .  Then team s o f  th r e e  o r 
fo u r  s tu d e n t - in te rv ie w e r s  v i s i t e d  th e s e  in t e r s e c t i o n s  in  random o rd e r  
u n t i l  ou r complement o f  in te rv ie w s  was o b ta in e d . S in g le  in te rv ie w e rs  
approached  homes on b lo c k s  w hich ended a t  th e  s e le c te d  in t e r s e c t i o n .
I f  an  in te rv ie w e r  made c o n ta c t  w ith  someone in  a home, he sk ip p ed  th e  
nex t two homes b e fo re  app ro ach in g  a n o th e r  one. I f  no c o n ta c t  was made, th e  
in te rv ie w e r  approached  th e  n ex t home. There were no c a l lb a c k s .  T h is 
method appears t o  have been  m o d e ra te ly  s u c c e s s fu l  in  o b ta in in g  a r e p r e s e n ta ­
t i v e  sam ple. (F ig u re  l )  In te rv ie w e rs  k e p t a re c o rd  o f  t h e i r  ap p ro ach es , 
c o n ta c ts ,  s u c c e s s fu l  in te rv ie w s ,  re a so n s  f o r  r e f u s a l s ,  and h o s t i l e  i n t e r ­
a c t io n s  .
In te rv ie w s  to o k  abou t 10 m in u te s . In te rv ie w e rs  made c o n ta c t  w ith  a d u l ts  
in  abou t 6Of o f  th e  homes t h a t  were ap p roached . Of th o se  c o n ta c te d , abou t 
70$ co n sen ted  t o  th e  in te rv ie w . R e s id e n ts  were g e n e r a l ly  q u i te  c o o p e ra tiv e ;  
l e s s  th a n  10$ o f  th e  a d u l ts  c o n ta c te d  showed any s o r t  o f  u n p le a sa n tn e ss  
tow ard  th e  in te r v ie w e r .  These p e rc e n ta g e s  were ro u g h ly  th e  same in  b o th  
a r e a s .  We b e l ie v e  t h a t  c o o p e ra tio n  would have been  e v e n b s t te r  i f  th e  
in te rv ie w s  had n o t ta k e n  p la c e  r i g h t  a f t e r  th e  campus s t r i k e s  over th e  
Cambodian in v a s io n .
There was some i n i t a l  co n ce rn  t h a t  a few o f th e  s tu d e n t - in te rv ie w e r s  
who had b e a rd s  o r were m in o r ity  g roup  members m ight be t r e a t e d  d i f f e r e n t l y  
th a n  th e  " s t r a ig h t "  in te r v ie w e r s .  We have no ev id en ce  o f  s ig n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e r e n t i a l  t r e a tm e n t .  T hat was n o t a  problem .
Appendix B. Sampling and Interview er Procedures.
A few in te rv ie w e rs  were ab le to  q ues tio n  su b je c ts  in  Span ish . Most 
were no t, however, and we lo s t  about 12 p o te n t ia l su b je c ts  because o f 
language d i f f i c u l t i e s .
Most in te rv ie w s  too k  p lace  on weekday a fte rnoons w ith  the e f fe c t  th a t 
most o f  the respondents were women — p a r t ic u la r ly  in  Cambrian Pa rk . Only 
among the Downtown e ld e r ly  were men and women about e q u a lly  represented  
among the respondents. We have checked t h is  b ia s  and f in d  th a t  i t  does 
not s ig n i f i c a n t ly  a l t e r  the a n a ly s is .
Appendix C. Items on the F inal Interview .
Type o f housing u n it ,  (house, dup lex, apartment, o the r)
Sex o f  respondent.
How many people l iv e  in  t h is  household?
( i f  not obv iou s:)  Are they  a l l  re la te d ?
How many peop le  h ere  a re  age 18 o r  younger?
How many h e re  a re  age 65 o r  o ld e r?
About how o ld  i s  the head o f the household?
Are the re  any grammar o f h igh  schoo l c h ild re n  here? ( i f  y e s :)  How 
many are th e re ?
How long  has your fa m ily  (household) been l iv in g  here? ( i f  one year or 
le s s : )  !Then you moved, d id  you have any tro u b le  f in d in g  a p la ce  to  l iv e ?  
( i f  y e s :)  What k in d  o f t ro u b le ?
!Thy d id  you decide to  move here?
How long  does ;׳■our fa m ily  (household) expect to  s ta y  here?
I f  you decided to  move now, do you th in k  you 'd  have t ro u b le  f in d in g  a 
p la ce  you cou ld  a ffo rd ?
In  the la s t  p la ce  your fa m ily  l iv e d ,  how many rooms d id  you have, not 
coun ting  bathrooms o r h a l ls ?
How many rooms do you have here, not coun ting  bathrooms and h a l ls ?
How many t o t a l  rooms do you f e e l  you shou ld  have to  p ro p e r ly  take  care 
o f your fa m ily  (househo ld), not coun ting  bathrooms and h a l ls ?
How many a c tu a l bedrooms are th e re ?
( i f  the re  are more than two p e o p le :) How many rooms do people r e g u la r ly  
s le e p  in ?
How many a c tu a l bedrooms do you f e e l  you shou ld  have to  p ro p e r ly  take care 
o f your fa m ily  (household)?
Is  the re  anyth ing  e ls e  you f e e l  you shou ld  have to  p ro p e r ly  take care o f 
your fa m ily  (househo ld)? ( I f  y e s :)  !׳That?
Do you f e e l  th a t  you and your husband (w ife )  have enough p r iv a c y  from the 
re s t  o f  the fa m ily ?
I f  you had you r c h o ic e , would you want you r fa m ily  t o  l i v e  in  a house , 
dup lex , o r  an apartm en t?
I f  you co u ld  do e i t h e r ,  would you r a th e r  buy o r  r e n t  your home?
I 'd  l i k e  t o  a sk  you some th in g s  abou t th e  neighborhood now. F i r s t ,  i s  
th e re  an y th in g  you p a r t i c u l a r l y  l i k e  abou t t h i s  neighborhood? ( i f  y e s : )  
What a re  th e  main th in g s  you l ik e ?
I s  th e re  a n y th in g  you p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i s l i k e  abou t t h i s  neighborhood? ( i f  yes 
What a re  th e  main th in g s  you d i s l i k e ?
About how many o f  th e  n e ig h b o rin g  f a m i l ie s  a re  you f r i e n d l y  w ith ?
Do you a t te n d  any s o r t  o f  community s o c i a l  o rg a n iz a t io n  o r  a lo c a l  church?
Do you f in d  th e  p u b lic  t r a n s p o r ta t io n  adequa te  h e re?
Do you e v e r  use p u b lic  t r a n s p o r ta t io n ?
I s  th e  garbage c o l l e c t io n  s a t i s f a c to r y ?  ( i f  n o :)  Why n o t?
Do you th in k  th e  lo c a l  s c h o o ls  a re  ad eq u a te?  ( i f  n o :)  Why n o t?
Do you f e e l  t h a t  law  en fo rcem en t in  t h i s  neighborhood  i s  e f f e c t iv e ?  ( i f  no: 
Why n o t?
Are you buy ing  o r r e n t in g  h e re?
Would you mind t e l l i n g  me abou t how much you r m onth ly  ( r e n t )  paym ents a re  
h e re?  ( i f  making p ay m en ts:) Do you c o n s id e r  t h a t  a f a i r  amount?
Do you f in d  t h i s  home g e n e r a l ly  s a t i s f a c t o r y  t o  p ro p e r ly  ta k e  ca re  o f 
your fa m ily  (h o u seh o ld )?
Do you f e e l  t h a t  th e  c i t y  governm ent i s  do in g  enough to  p ro v id e  d ecen t 
l i v in g  c o n d it io n s  f o r  th e  peop le  o f  San Jo se ?  ( i f  n o :)  Why n o t?
(Show c h a r t  o f  an n u a l in c o m es.)  P le a se  t e l l  me th e  l e t t e r  t h a t  co rresp o n d s  
most c lo s e ly  t o  th e  t o t a l  incom e, b e fo re  t a x e s ,  o f  you r fa m ily  (h o u se­
h o ld )  d u rin g  1969• T h is  would in c lu d e  s a l a r i e s ,  p en s io n s  and any o th e r  
income re c e iv e d  by anyone in  th e  fa m ily  (h o u se h o ld ) .
( i f  th e  re sp o n d en t i s  n o t th e  head o f  th e  h o u se h o ld :)  Could you t e l l  me 
your approx im ate age?
( i f  n o t o b v io u s :)  Could you t e l l  me your e t h n i c i t y  ( r a c e )?
